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CLIMATE 

The  climate  at  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  is  characterized  by  wide 
variations  in  temperature  with  moderate  precipitation.  The  average 
annual  temperatures  for  various  locations  within  the  basin  are  shown  in 
the  following  table.  The  average  length  of  the  growing  season  is  about 
126  days. 

Average  annual  precipitation  at  East  Grand  Forks  is  approximately  20 
inches.  Most  of  this  precipitation  occurs  during  the  frost-free  part 
of  tne  year,  from  May  through  August.  Spring  snowmelt,  especially  when 
accompanied  by  rainfall,  causes  serious  flood  problems  within  the 
basin. 


Mean  Annual  and  Extreme  Temperatures  for 


Red  River  of  the  North  Basin  Above  East  Grand  Forks 


Years  of 

Mean 

Temperature 

( °F ) 

Station 

Record^ 1 ^ 

Annual 

Maximum 

Minimum 

Fargo,  North  Dakota 

98 

40.7 

114 

-48 

Crookston,  Minnesota 

90 

39.9 

106 

-51 

Ada,  Minnesota 

88 

39.7 

1 1 1 

-53 

Hillsboro,  North  Dakota 

74 

40.8 

115 

-40 

Wahpeton,  North  Dakota 

87 

42.8 

109 

-44 
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(1)  Through  1980. 


DRAINAGE  AREA 


The  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  gage^-*  is  located  on  the  Red  River 
of  the  North,  approximately  298  miles  above  the  river's  mouth  at  Lake 
Winnipeg  in  Manitoba,  Canada.  The  drainage  area  at  the  gage  is 
approximately  30,100  square  miles.  This  drainage  area  was  divided  into 
two  parts:  contributing  (effective)  drainage  area  and  noncontributing 
(includes  closed  basins)  drainage  area.  The  effective  drainage  area 
was  also  divided  into  two  parts,  primary  and  secondary  drainage  areas. 
Tnese  areas  are  defined  as  follows: 

a.  Primary  contributing  drainage  area  is  that  area  with  a  direct 
water  course  to  the  main  stem  of  the  river. 

b.  Secondary  contributing  drainage  area  is  that  area  which  begins  to 
contribute  when  a  flood  of  about  50-year  frequency  occurs.  For 
this  area,  some  amount  of  initial  loss  should  be  applied  in 
addition  to  a  lag  time  wnich  is  dependent  on  the  distance  from  the 
main  stem.  The  50-year  frequency  flood  was  chosen  as  a  limit 
because  most  of  the  observed  floods  a^e  below  the  50-year  level. 
The  boundary  between  primary  and  secondary  contributing  areas  was 
determined  by  assuming  the  secondary  contributing  area  to  be 
inclosed  by  a  5-foot  contour  line  on  7.5-minute  series  topographic 
maps. 

c.  The  noncontributing  drainage  area  is  that  area  wnicn  does  not 
contribute  to  flow,  and  is  similar  to  the  term  "closed  area"  as 
used  by  the  USGS.  The  noncontributing  area  is  assumed  to  be 
inclosed  by  a  10-foot  or  more  contour  line  on  the  7.5-minute 
topographic  map. 


(1)  Tne  USGS  gage  refers  to  USGS  Gage  No.  050825000  at  Grand  Forks, 
North  Dakota,  on  the  Red  River  of  tne  North  between  the  cities  of 
Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota,  and  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota.  All 
furtner  references  will  be  made  to  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks, 
Minnesota,  witn  tne  understanding  that  tne  gages  official  location 
is  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota. 
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Tne  drainage  areas  as  used  in  this  study  are  listed  on  the  following 

table.  These  drainage  areas  were  obtained  from  other  studies  and,  in 

some  cases,  are  only  approximate.  Detailed  studies  have  not  been 

completed  for  all  of  the  subbasins  at  this  time. 

Drainage  Areas  Above  East  Grand  Forks,  Red  River  of  the  Worth 

Drainage  Area  in  Square  Miles 

Location 

Primary 

+  Secondary  =  Effective 

Woncontr i bating 

Total 

Below  Lake  Traverse 

1,160 

— 

1 , 1 60 

— 

1 , 16C 

Local  at  Wahpeton 

1,020 

— 

1,020 

— 

1  ,020 

Ottertail  below  Orwell 

Wild  Rice  at 

245 

— 

245 

1,585 

1,330 

Abercrombie,  ND 

1,370 

120 

1,490 

590 

2,080 

Local  at  Fargo 

Sneyenne  River  Basin 

710 

— 

710 

— 

710 

Above  Kindred 

2,680 

1,770 

4,450 

4,350(2) 

3,300 

Local  at  West  Fargo 

70 

— 

70 

— 

70 

Maple  at  Mapleton 

1,250 

130 

1,380 

70 

1,450 

Rush  at  Araenia 

1 16 

— 

116 

— 

116 

Buffalo  at  Dilworth 

840 

200 

1,040 

— 

1,040 

Wild  Rice  at  Hendrura 

1  ,400 

200 

1,600 

__ 

1,600 

Local  at  Halstad^ 

1,924 

— 

1,924 

— 

1,924 

Goose  at  Hillsboro 

Red  Lake  River  Basin 

1 ,040 

50 

1,090 

1 10 

1  ,200 

Above  High  Landing 

Thief  at 

350 

— 

350 

1,950 

2 , 300 

Thief  River  Falls 

Clearwater  at 

140 

320 

960 

— 

960 

Red  Lake  Falls 

1,220 

150 

1,370 

— 

1,370 

Local  at  Crookston 

i^ocal  at 

575 

75 

650 

— 

650 

East  Grand  Forks^) 

1  ,820 

_ 

1,320 

_ 

1,320 

Total 

17,930 

3,515 

21,445 

3 , 655 

30,100 

(1)  The  local  drainage 

(2)  Includes  the  closed 

area  at  Halstad  includes  the  Elm 
basin  of  Devils  Lake. 

River . 

(3)  Tne  local  drainage 
Rivers. 

area  at 

East  Grand  Forks  includes 

tne  Marsn  and  , 

Sandhill 
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RUNOFF  AND  STREAMFLOW  DATA 


Streamflow  data  are  currently  being  obtained  by  the  U3GS  at  several 
gaging  stations  for  the  drainage  area  above  East  Grand  Forks.  In 
addition,  the  Corps  maintains  stations  at  Baldhill  Dam,  Lake  Traverse, 
Orwell  Dam,  and  Red  Lake  Dam,  wnile  the  National  Weather  Service 
maintains  many  staff  gages  throughout  the  basin  for  use  during  periods 
of  flooding.  Records  for  East  Grand  Forks  are  available  from  April 
1882  to  present. 

Streamflow  is  low  during  the  winter  season;  some  of  the  rivers  and 
streams  above  the  USGS  gage  have  no  flow  for  long  periods  during  the 
winter  months.  The  streamflow  rises  in  late  March  and  April,  usually 
reaching  the  highest  flow  of  the  year  in  April.  The  flow  then  recedes 
slowly  throughout  the  summer  until  fall  when  the  flow  is  again  rather 
low.  The  average  discharge  of  the  Red  River  at  East  Grand  Forks  is 
2,535  efs.  Extremes  in  recorded  flow  have  varied  from  about  85,000  cfs 
in  1897  to  1.8  cfs  in  1977.  The  low  flow  in  1977  was  caused  by  unusual 
regulation  during  the  repair  of  the  dam  at  Grand  Forks. 

HISTORICAL  FLOODS  AND  RAINFALL  EVENTS 

Flooding  at  East  Grand  Forks  generally  occurs  in  the  early  spring, 
caused  by  the  sudden  melting  of  unusually  heavy  snowfall,  heavy  spring 
precipitation  or  a  combination  of  the  two  factors.  Since  the  beginning 
of  the  period  of  record  in  1882,  only  two  flood  events  exceeding  a 
stage  of  40  feet  at  Grand  Forks  have  occurred  later  than  April.  The 
first  of  these  occurred  in  1950  when  floodwaters  were  receding  from  a 
flood  stage  of  43.9  feet  that  had  been  reacned  in  April.  An  early  May 
blizzard  caused  the  river  stage  to  rise  again,  cresting  at  45.6  feet. 
On  14  July  1975,  the  river  crested  at  43.1  feet,  following  a  heavy 
rainfall  in  southeastern  North  Dakota  during  late  June  and  early  July. 
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The  timing  of  flood  crests  is  a  significant  factor  in  the  severity  of 
the  flood  hazard  at  East  Grand  Forks.  The  drainage  basin  is  divided 
between  that  of  the  Red  Lake  River  to  the  east  and  the  Red  River  to  the 
south  of  the  city.  In  the  past,  the  Red  Lake  River  has  been 
responsible  for  up  to  40  percent  of  the  flood  flow  at  East  Grand  Forks. 

Little  data  are  available  for  floods  at  the  USGS  gage  prior  to  1882. 
However,  flooding  is  known  to  have  occurred  in  1848,  1851,  1852  and 
1853-  The  1853  flood  is  estimated  to  have  reached  a  flood  stage  of  52 
feet  above  the  current  USGS  gage.  The  worst  floods  known  occurred  in 
1824,  1825  and  1826.  The  1826  flood  reached  a  stage  of  66  feet  near 
Pembina.  Floodwaters  did  not  recede  until  late  July,  and  even  the 
bison  were  reported  to  have  disappeared  from  the  area. 

The  highest  recorded  flood  occurred  in  1897  witn  a  stage  of  50.2  feet 
at  the  USGS  gage.  This  flood  was  caused  by  the  melting  of  snowfall 
that  accumulated  as  a  result  of  several  severe  winter  blizzards. 
Floodwaters  reportedly  inundated  a  strip  of  land  30  miles  wide  and  150 
miles  long. 

More  recently,  the  1979  flood  was  preceded  by  winter  snowfall  and 
spring  rains  that  were  1 60  percent  above  normal.  About  54  inches  of 
snow  fell  in  the  East  Grand  Forks  area,  and  melting  did  not  begin  until 
the  second  week  of  April,  about  a  month  later  than  normal. 
Temperatures  rose  to  50°  -  60°F  on  April  16,  causing  a  rapid  snowmelt. 
During  the  week  prior  to  this  rise  in  temperature,  the  basin  received 
up  to  1.5  inches  of  rainfall.  The  resulting  runoff  caused  a  flood 
stage  of  48.8  feet  at  the  USGS  gage. 

Other  major  floods  are  summarized  in  the  following  table. 
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Ma.ior  Floods 

at  East  Grand  Forks 

Since  1882 

Rank 

Stage 

Year 

Peak  Discharge  (cfs) 

1 

50.2 

1897 

85,000 

2 

48.81 

1979 

82,000 

3 

48.0 

1882 

75,000 

4 

45.73 

1978 

54,200 

5 

45.69 

1969 

53,500 

6 

45.61 

1950  (May) 

54,000 

7 

45.55 

1966 

55,000 

8 

45.5 

1893 

53,300 

9 

44.92 

1965 

52,000 

10 

43.8 

1950  (April) 

43,800 

11 

43.3 

1975  (April) 

42,600 

12 

43.08 

1975  (July) 

42,700 

FLOOD  PROBABILITY 

The  Grand  Forks  frequency  curve  in  this  study  was  obtained  from  the  Red 
River  Main  Stem  study.  One  purpose  of  the  main  stem  study  was  to 
develop  frequency  curves  for  Red  River  main  stem  stations  using  all 
available  data,  thereby  developing  frequency  curves  which  are 
consistent  along  the  main  stem.  A  brief  description  of  how  the 
analysis  was  conducted  is  shown  below. 

The  methods  used  in  computing  the  frequency  curves  followed  those  given 
in  Water  Resources  Council  (WRC)  Bulletin  No.  1 7 A ,  "Guidelines  for 
Determining  Flood  Flow  Frequency."  This  included  the  use  of  expected 
probability  (Pn),  and  Weibull  plotting  points.  Two  computer  programs 
were  used  in  the  calculations,  "Flood  Flow  Frequency  Analysis,"  and 
"Regional  Frequency  Computation."  The  stations  and  period  of  record 
used  in  the  analysis  are  given  in  the  following  table. 
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Station  Name 

Station  Number 

Period  of 

Record 

Wahpeton,  ND 

515 

1897  , 

1942-1979 

Fargo,  ND 

540 

1882, 

1897, 

1902-1979 

Halstad,  MN 

645 

1882,  1893, 

1897, 

1942-1979 

Grand  Forks,  ND 

825 

1826, 

1852, 

1882-1979 

Drayton,  ND 

920 

1936, 

1937, 

1941-1979 

Emerson,  Manitoba 

1025 

1826, 

1852, 

1913-1979 

Tne  mean  logs,  standard  deviations,  equivalent  lengths  of  record,  and 
the  computer  program  used  in  the  final  analysis  for  the  six  main  stem 
stations  used  in  the  analysis  are  listed  below.  As  noted  in  the  table, 
the  Regional  Frequency  Program  was  used  in  three  cases  since  this 
resulted  in  the  longest  equivalent  length  of  record  while  maintaining 
an  acceptable  correlation  coefficient. 


Mean  Logs,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Equivalent  Lengths  of  Record 


Station 

Station 

Number 

Mean 

Log 

Standard 

Deviation 

Equivalent 

Length  of 

Record 

Computer  Program 

Regional  Flood  Flow 

Frequency  Frequency 

Wahpeton 

515 

3.252 

0.374 

88 

X 

Fargo 

540 

3.4754 

0.4383 

98 

X 

Halstad 

645 

3.873 

0.393 

96 

X 

Grand  Forks 

825 

4.1558 

0.3911 

154 

X 

Drayton 

920 

4.220 

0.360 

96 

X 

Emerson 

1025 

4.2973 

0.3302 

154 

X 

In  addition  to  the  six  stations  used  in  the  analysis,  a  frequency  curve 
was  also  computed  for  Oslo,  Minnesota.  This  curve  was  developed  from 
the  other  stations  using  general  relations. 

A  tabulation  of  frequency  data  and  discharges  of  selected  frequencies 
for  the  seven  stations  is  given  in  the  following  table. 
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In  addition  to  the  annual  series,  a  partial  duration  series  was  also 
computed  for  Grand  Forks.  The  100  largest  independent  peak  flows,  in 
order  of  magnitude,  were  assigned  the  same  plotting  points  that  were 
assigned  to  the  annual  observed  peak  flows  as  shown  on  the  following 
table.  The  partial  duration  series  curve  was  drawn  graphically  from 
the  plotting  points  and  coincides  with  the  annual  series  at  an 
exceedence  frequency  of  about  27  percent. 

The  annual  series  with  plotting  points  and  confidence  limits  is  shown 
on  Plate  1.  The  annual  series  and  partial  duration  series  curves  for 
the  partial  duration  series  curve  are  shown  on  Plate  2. 

As  stated  above,  these  curves  were  computed  using  Pn  and  Weibuli 
plotting  points  since  they  were  developed  for  design  purposes.  They 
are  not  the  administratively  agreed  to  discharges  currently  being  used 
for  floodplain  management  purposes.  The  administrative  discharges  do 
not  meet  Corps  criteria  for  project  design. 

Since  the  methods  for  computing  frequency  curves  have  been  updated  by 
WRC  Bulletin  No.  1 7 B ,  the  data  given  in  the  table  on  page  A-3  were 
compared  to  data  using  Bulletin  17B.  For  Grand  Forks,  there  was  no 
change  in  the  frequency  curve.  As  in  the  case  of  the  other  main  stem 
stations,  the  difference  was  so  small  that  it  was  considered  to  be 
insignificant.  Therefore,  tne  data,  as  presented  below,  are  still  the 
adopted  values  for  the  Red  River  main  stem  stations. 
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Tne  discnarge-frequency  curve  for  the  Red  Lake  River  at  East  Grand 
Forks  was  determined  by  a  ratio  of  drainage  areas  between  Crookston  and 
East  Grand  Forks.  The  concept  of  a  drainage  area  transfer  is  valid  for 
use  in  this  basin  since  the  increase  in  drainage  area  is  only  about  10 
percent,  with  tnis  drainage  coming  in  uniformly  along  the  Red  Lake 
River.  The  drainage  area  is  5,280  square  miles  at  Crookston  and  5,750 
square  miles  at  East  Grand  Forks.  Based  on  experience  in  this  basin, 
an  exponent  of  0.6  was  applied  to  the  ratio  of  drainage  areas  to 
develop  the  East  Grand  Forks  curve.  The  East  Grand  Forks  discharge- 
frequency  curve  is  presented  on  Plate  4.  The  table  on  page  A— 1 5  lists 
the  discharges  of  selected  frequencies.  Using  flows  which  were  routed 
from  Crookston  to  East  Grand  Forks  on  the  Red  Lake  River,  a  mean  daily 
discharge  curve  was  also  computed  using  Bulletin  1 7 B  for  the  period 
1903  to  1979,  77  years.  These  data  were  then  correlated  to  Grand  Forks 
using  Appendix  7  of  Bulletin  173.  The  table  on  page  A  —  1 5  lists  the 
frequency  data  and  discharges  of  selected  frequencies. 

A  discharge-frequency  curve  was  developed  for  the  Red  River  just 
upstream  of  the  mouth  of  tne  Red  Laxe  River  using  Bulletin  173  and 
correlating  to  Grand  Forks.  Tne  basic  flow  data  were  developed  by 
routing  the  77-year  record  of  1 903  to  1979  from  Crookston  downstream  to 
the  Grand  Forks  gage  and  subtracting  it  from  tne  Grand  Forks  flows  to 
determine  peax  flows  upstream  of  the  Red  Lake  River.  On  the  Red  River, 
the  difference  between  instantaneous  and  mean  daily  flows  is  so  small 
tnat  the  mean  daily  flows  for  the  Red  River  above  the  Red  Lake  River 
will  be  treated  as  instantaneous  peaks.  The  table  on  page  A-15  lists 
the  frequency  data  and  discharges  of  selected  frequencies.  Plate  5 
snows  the  discharge-frequency  curve  for  the  Red  River  above  the  Red 
Lake  River. 

Coincidental  frequency  curves  for  Grand  Forks  were  computed  by  the 
following  metnod.  The  flows  wnich  occurred  at  Grand  Forks  when  peaks 
occurred  on  the  Red  River  above  the  Red  Lake  River  and  on  the  Red  Lake 
River  at  East  Grand  Forks  were  identified.  This  resulted  in  two  sets 
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of  flows  for  77  years,  1903  to  1979,  at  Grand  Forks.  Bulletin  1 7 B  was 
then  used  to  compute  frequency  curves  for  both  sets  of  flows.  These 
curves  were  then  correlated  to  the  peak  flow  data  at  Grand  Forks.  The 
resulting  curves  can  then  be  used  to  determine  flows  at  Grand  Forks 
when  peak  flows  occur  on  the  Red  River  above  Red  Lake  River  and  on  the 
Red  Lake  River  at  East  Grand  Forks.  The  table  on  page  A  —  1 5  lists  the 
frequency  data  and  discharges  of  selected  frequencies.  Plate  6 
displays  the  coincidental  flows  at  Grand  Forks  for  the  case  when  the 
peak  is  on  the  Red  River  above  the  Red  Lake  River  and  Plate  7  displays 
the  coincidental  flows  at  Grand  Forks  for  the  case  when  the  peak  is  on 
tne  Red  Lake  River  at  East  Grand  Forks.  The  above  metnod  was  checked 
by  computing  tne  exceedence  probability  for  one  discharge  value  for 
each  curve  by  integration  of  the  bivariate  normal  distribution.  The 
results  agreed  very  well  with  the  above  method. 

An  example  of  how  each  curve  can  be  used  is  as  follows: 

1.  Using  the  data  from  the  table  on  page  A- 1 5 ,  for  a  1-percent  chance 
peak  on  the  Red  River  above  the  Red  Lake  River  of  86,700  cfs,  the 
coincidental  flow  at  Grand  Forks  would  be  113,000  cfs.  Tne 
resulting  flow  on  the  Red  Lake  River  at  East  Grand  Forks  would  be 
113,000  cfs  -  86,700  cfs  =  26,300  cfs. 

2.  Using  the  data  from  the  table  on  page  A— 1 5 ,  for  a  2-percent  chance 

peak  on  the  Red  Lake  River  at  East  Grand  Forks  of  33,700  cfs,  the 
coincidental  flow  at  Grand  Forks  would  oe  84,900  cfs.  The 

resulting  flow  on  the  Red  River  above  the  Red  Lake  River  would  be 
84,900  cfs  -  33,700  cfs  =  51,200  cfs. 
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(3)  Routed  data.  Bulletin  17B,  correlated  to  l-r 

(4)  Instantaneous  peak  same  as  mean  daily  peak. 


UNIT  HYDROGRAPHS 


In  accordance  with  EM  1110-2-1405,  "Flood  Hydrograph  Analysis  and 
Computations,"  unit  hydrographs  were  developed  for  the  effective 
drainage  area  above  Grand  Forks.  For  some  areas,  this  included 
developing  two  unit  hydrograpns  per  area,  one  for  the  primary  drainage 
area  and  one  for  the  secondary  drainage  area. 

In  general,  the  primary  and  secondary  unit  hydrographs  were  developed 
by  the  following  methods.  A  single  unit  hydrograph  was  developed  using 
established  procedures.  The  key  part  in  computing  the  single  unit 
hydrograpn  was  to  choose  a  flood  in  which  the  secondary  drainage  area 
contributed.  Then,  taking  into  consideration  the  basin  character istics 
and  the  relative  volumes  of  tne  primary  and  secondary  unit  hydrograpns, 
the  single  unit  hydrograph  was  divided  into  primary  and  secondary  unit 
hydrographs.  For  drainage  areas  for  wnich  no  flood  was  found  which 
could  adequately  show  the  secondary  drainage  area,  a  flood  was  chosen 
to  show  the  primary  drainage  area  only,  and  a  synthetic  method  was  used 
to  develop  the  secondary  unit  hydrographs  from  the  primary  unit 
hydrograph  taking  into  consideration  the  basin  characteristics.  If 
these  two  methods  could  not  be  used,  tne  unit  hydrograpns  were 
developed  by  using  synthetic  methods  to  develop  the  total  unit 
nydrograpn  first.  After  this  was  done,  the  primary  drainage  area  unit 
hydrograph  was  developed  synthetically  by  removing  the  secondary  areas 
from  the  area  being  considered.  Tne  difference  between  the  total  and 
primary  unit  hydrographs  is  the  secondary  hydrograpn. 

The  characteristics  of  tne  secondary  drainage  area  cause  it  to  start 
contributing  to  the  main  stem  later  than  the  primary  drainage  jrsa. 
This  time  lag  depends  on  the  location  of  the  secondary  area  with 
respect  to  the  nearest  main  water  coarse,  the  primary  drainage  area, 
and  on  storage  losses  such  as  potholes,  marshes,  ponds,  etc.  The  first 
lag  is  called  the  location  lag.  It  is  shown  by  delaying  the  starting 
time  of  the  secondary  unit  hydrograph.  Not  all  of  the  unit  hydrographs 


for  secondary  drainage  areas  have  a  location  lag  since  some  secondary 
areas  are  located  relatively  close  to  a  main  water  course.  The 
location  lag  will  remain  the  same  for  all  floods. 

The  second  lag  is  called  the  storage  lag  and  is  derived  during  the 
computation  of  runoff  by  adding  the  storage  losses  to  the  losses  which 
were  established  for  computation  of  runoff  from  the  primary  area.  The 
time  needed  to  fill  the  storage  areas  of  the  secondary  drainage  area 
can  vary  from  flood  to  flood.  Hence,  the  storage  lag  continuously 
changes  according  to  the  rate  at  wnich  runoff  occurs,  which  is  itself 
dependent  on  such  variables  as  temperature,  soil  moisture,  etc. 

The  following  table  contains  the  unit  hydrographs  used  in  this  study. 
Because  the  storage  lag  is  specific  for  each  flood,  only  the  location 
lag  is  shown  on  the  secondary  unit  hydrograph.  The  primary  unit 
hydrographs  are  the  125  percent  unit  hydrographs  or  are  unit 
hydrographs  developed  from  synthetic  methods  and  are  being  considered 
to  be  equivalent  to  125  percent  unit  hydrographs.  The  secondary  unit 
hydrographs  have  not  been  peaked  since  the  nature  of  the  secondary 
drainage  area  precludes  this. 
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PROBABLE  MAXIMUM  PRECIPITATION  AND  SNOWMELT 


The  standard  project  flood  for  East  Grand  Forks  was  developed  from  tne 
probable  maximum  flood  as  explained  in  the  following  paragraphs.  This 
was  necessary  since  for  large  areas  snowmelt  is  very  important  and  EM 
1110-2-1411  does  not  take  snowmelt  into  account. 

The  probable  maximum  precipitation,  PMP,  for  the  area  above  the  USGS 
gage  was  developed  using  the  procedures  and  data  presented  and 
described  in  Hydrometeorological  Report  No.  48  (HMR  No.  48),  "Probable 
Maximum  Precipitation  and  Snowmelt  Criteria  for  Red  River  of  the  North 
above  Pembina  and  Souris  River  above  Minot,  North  Dakota,"  dated  May 
1973- 

In  order  to  find  the  most  critical  centering  of  the  PMP  for  the  area 
above  the  USGS  gage,  a  PMP  was  computed  for  several  different  subareas. 
Only  the  15  March  PMP's  were  computed  since  it  has  been  determined  from 
other  studies  in  this  area  that  the  15  March  storm  is  the  most  critical 
season  for  this  area. 

In  order  to  compute  snowmelt,  it  was  also  necessary  to  use  EM  1110-2- 
1406,  "Runoff  from  Snowmelt,"  dated  5  January  I960.  Assuming  that  the 
snowmelt  will  take  place  during  a  rain-free  period  and  that  the  area 
being  studied  can  be  classified  as  an  open,  flat  area,  having  less  than 
10  percent  forest  cover,  equation  25,  paragraph  4-08,  of  the  said  EM 
was  used  for  the  snowmelt  computations: 

M  =  k' (0.00508li)  ( 1 -a)  +  (1-n)  (0.0212T'a  -  0  84)  +  N(0.029T’c) 

+  K(0. 0084V)  (0.22T'a  +  0.78T'd) 

Air  temperatures,  dew  point  temperatures  and  wind  speeds  were  obtained 
from  HMR  No.  48  for  use  in  this  equation. 


PROBABLE  MAXIMUM  RUNOFF 


In  computing  the  probable  maximum  runoff,  it  has  been  assumed  that  the 
antecedent  conditions  will  be  highly  conservative.  The  initial  losses 
for  the  basin  were  assumed  to  be  zero  for  the  primary  areas  and  equal 
to  3  inches  for  the  secondary  areas  during  the  15  March  storm.  The 
uniform  loss  rates  were  determined  after  careful  analysis  of  available 
data  to  be  equal  to  0.02  inch  per  hour  for  the  15  March  storm. 

The  snowmelt  runoff  was  computed  using  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  EM 
1110-2-1406.  Based  on  these  guidelines,  it  was  assumed  tnat  the 
snowpack  was  dry  at  32°F  at  the  start  of  the  snowmelt,  10  days  before 
the  PMP  storms.  The  first  portion  of  the  snowmelt  is  considered  to  be 
absorbed  by  the  snowpack,  with  up  to  10  percent  of  the  water  equivalent 
depth  of  the  snow  being  absorbed.  Any  additional  snowmelt,  plus  the 
melted  water  contained  in  the  snow,  becomes  free  water  on  the  ground 
surface.  It  has  been  assumed  in  this  study  that  the  snowmelt  computed 
for  the  total  area  above  East  Grand  Forks  would  be  representative  of 
all  subareas,  and  so  was  used  for  all  centerings  of  the  PMP's.  The  24- 
hour  snowmelt  values  were  changed  to  12-hour  values  by  using  the  method 
given  in  EM  1110-2-1406. 

The  rainfall  runoff  was  computed  by  subtracting  the  uniform  loss  rate 
from  the  PMP  values.  These  6-hour  values  were  then  transformed  into 
12-hour  values  by  adding  the  first  6-hour  value  to  the  second  6-hour 
value,  etc.  The  rainfall  runoff  depth  is  very  dependent  on  drainage 
area  size.  It  was,  therefore,  necessary  to  compute  the  rainfall  excess 
caused  by  different  centerings  of  the  PMP  storms.  The  volume  of  the 
rainfall  excess  of  the  area  over  which  the  storm  is  centered  was 
subtracted  from  the  volume  of  the  storm  wnich  was  centered  over  the 
total  area.  The  difference,  or  residual,  was  then  applied  uniformly  to 
tne  remaining  area.  This  method  allows  the  total  volume  of  rainfall 
excess  for  the  areas  above  East  Grand  Forks  to  be  maintained. 
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It  was  found  that  the  most  critical  probable  maximum  flood  occurred  for 
a  centering  of  the  storm  over  the  area  extending  from  Halstad  to 
Wahpeton.  Tnis  area  did  not  include  the  drainage  basins  of  the 
Sheyenne  Hiver  and  tne  Wild  Rice  River  in  North  Dakota.  This  centering 
best  reflects  the  relatively  long  times  of  concentration  for  the  other 
tributaries  above  the  USGS  gage,  such  that  a  concentrating  of  flows 
tends  to  occur  resulting  in  the  most  critical  PMF  peak.  The  total 
combined  snowmelt  and  rainfall  excess  in  12-nour  periods  for 
application  to  the  unit  hydrographs  for  the  most  critical  centering  is 
given  in  the  following  table. 


Total  Runoff  Available  for  Unit  Hydrographs 
15  March  Storm  Centered  Over  Halstad  to  Wahpeton 


12 

Hour 

Period 

Runoff 

in  Inches 

Area 

Halstad  to 
Primary 

Above 

Wanpeton 
Secondary  ^ 1 ^ 

Remaining  Area 
above  East  Grand  Forks 
Primary  Secondary^ 

0  to  8 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

9 

.22 

0.00 

.22 

0.00 

10 

.07 

0.00 

.07 

0.00 

11 

•  35 

0.00 

.35 

0.00 

12 

.25 

0.00 

.25 

0.00 

13 

.51 

0.00 

.51 

0.00 

14 

.59 

0.00 

.59 

0.00 

15 

.64 

0.00 

.64 

0.00 

16 

.90 

.53 

.90 

.53 

17 

.77 

.77 

.77 

.77 

18 

1.72 

1.72 

1.72 

1.72 

19 

.36 

.36 

.36 

.36 

20 

.57 

.57 

.57 

.57 

21 

.36 

.36 

.43 

.43 

22 

.  64 

.64 

.60 

.  60 

23 

1.29 

1.29 

.95 

.95 

24 

4.34 

4.34 

1.38 

1.38 

25 

.29 

.29 

.24 

.24 

26 

.20 

.20 

.16 

.  16 

Total 

14.07 

i  1.07 

10.71 

7.71 

(1)  Secondary  drainage  area  storage  losses  of  3.0  inches  have  been 
subtracted. 
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PROBABLE  MAXIMUM  FLOOD 


Probable  maximum  flood  (PMF)  hydrographs  were  computes  for  primary  and 
secondary  drainage  areas  above  the  USG3  gage.  The  PMF  hydrographs  were 
developed  by  applying  the  total  runoff  available  to  the  computed  unit 
hydrographs.  Routing  and  combining  of  these  developed  flood 
hydrographs  were  accomplished  by  use  of  HEC-1,  "Flood  Hydrograph 
Package,"  dated  23  July  1982.  Routing  constants  were  developed  from 
investigations  of  past  events  and  data  obtained  from  other  studies. 
The  PMF  for  the  most  critical  centering  is  listed  in  Table  12.  This 
table  shows  the  flows  from  subareas  within  the  total  area  above  the 
USGS  gage,  at  the  USGS  gage,  and  the  total  flows  at  the  USGS  gage. 

STANDARD  PROJECT  FLOOD 

The  standard  project  flood  (SPF)  for  East  Grand  Forks  was  developed 
using  the  guidelines  presented  in  paragraph  2-04  of  EM  1110-2-1411, 
which  state  that  the  SPF  usually  equals  40  to  60  percent  of  the  PMF 
with  50  percent  considered  to  be  representative  of  average  conditions. 
Using  HEC-1,  50  percent  of  the  flow  for  each  subarea  above  the  USGS 
gage  were  computed.  Tnis  results  in  an  SPF  peak  of  169,000  cfs  at  the 
USGS  gage  which  is  43.3  percent  of  the  PMF  peak  at  the  USGS  gage.  The 
fact  that  the  SPF  peak  is  not  50  percent  of  the  PMF  peak  is  a 
reflection  of  the  basin  characteristics  such  as  three  reservoirs  within 
the  basin.  Plate  8  displays  the  SPF  at  the  USGS  gage. 
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SUPPORTING  DOCUMENTATION 
HYDRAULIC  DESIGN 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PROJECT 

Existing  conditions  water  surface  profiles  and  preliminary  hydraulic 
designs  for  the  NED  plan,  the  1-percent  chance  flood,  the  standard 
project  flood  and  the  evaluation  of  various  measures  are  presented. 
The  measures  include:  the  authorized  project  consisting  of  a  levee 
system,  diversion  of  the  Red  Lake  River,  and  nonstructural  measures. 

EXISTING  CONDITIONS  WATER  SURFACE  PROFILES 


GENERAL 

Water  surface  profiles  for  the  Red  River  of  the  North  at  East  Grand 
Forks  were  developed  for  the  TO—,  2-,  1-,  0.2-percent  annual  chance, 
standard  project  and  probable  maximum  flood  events.  The  downstream  end 
of  the  study  area  is  located  at  river  mile  287.83,  downstream  of  the 
mouth  of  the  Grand  Marais  Coulee. 

The  study  extends  through  the  cities  of  Grand  Forks  and  East  Grand 
Forks  to  river  mile  30^.08. 

Water  surface  profiles  for  the  Red  Lake  River  at  East  Grand  Forks  were 
developed  for  the  10  —  ,  2-,  1 -,  0.2-percent  annual  chance,  standard 
project  and  probable  maximum  flood  events.  The  study  limit  extends 
from  the  mouth  at  East  Grand  Forks  to  river  mile  27.76  near  Fisher, 
Minnesota. 

Water  surface  profiles  for  the  Grand  Marais  Creek  were  developed  for 
6,500  cfs,  the  1-percent  annual  chance  flood  and  for  the  1-percent 


annual  chance  flood  plus  6,500  cfs  events.  The  creek  was  studied  from 
river  mile  10  to  mile  42.05  at  the  Red  Lake  River. 

GEOMETRIC  DATA 

Red  River  of  the  North  cross  section  data  were  developed  from  field 
surveys  used  for  the  1974  Grand  Forks-East  Grand  Forks  floodway  study. 
Cross  sections  for  the  Red  River  main  stem,  surveyed  in  November  1977, 
were  used  as  needed.  Additional  updated  cross  sections  for  all 
bridges,  the  USGS  gage  site  and  the  low-head  dam  on  the  Red  River  were 
surveyed  in  the  fall  of  1979.  The  updated  cross  sections  and  the  1974 
cross  sections  were  merged  to  provide  a  study  limit  from  river  mile 
287.83  to  mile  304.08.  A  total  of  69  cross  sections  was  used  for  the 
Red  River  main  stem.  A  summary  of  HEC-2  input  geometric  data  is  listed 
in  tables  B-1A  and  B-1B  for  the  cross  sections  from  river  mile  295.7  to 
river  mile  304.08. 

Cross  sections  for  the  Red  Lake  River  from  the  mouth  to  Fisher, 
Minnesota,  were  surveyed  in  January  1981.  A  total  of  26  cross 
sections,  which  includes  the  water  supply  dam  at  mile  0.17,  was  used 
for  the  Red  Lake  River.  A  summary  of  HEC-2  input  geometric  data  is 
shown  in  table  B-1C. 

Cross  section  data  and  associated  HEC-2  model,  developed  by  Wehrman, 
Chapman  and  Associates,  were  used  to  study  the  Grand  Marais  Creek  from 
the  downstream  limit  to  the  backwater  effect  of  the  Red  River  1-percent 
annual  chance  flood  event  to  the  Red  Lake  River.  A  total  of  93  cross 
sections  was  used  in  the  HEC-2  model  for  Grand  Marais  Creek. 

Cross  sections  for  the  Red  River  and  Red  Lake  River  are  shown  in  plan 
view  on  plate  B-1.  Detailed  topography  for  the  study  area,  a  scale  of 
1  inch  =  100  feet  with  2-foot  contour  intervals,  was  obtained  during 
the  study.  The  new  topography  was  used  to  verify  overbank  data  and 
levee  alignments. 
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BRIDGE  CHARACTERISTICS 


Bridge  data  are  shown  in  table  B-5.  There  are  two  railroad  bridges  and 
three  highway  bridges  across  the  Red  River  of  the  North.  The  Highway 
220  bridge  is  the  only  Red  Lake  River  crossing  in  East  Grand  Forks. 

METHOD  OF  COMPUTATION 

Water  surface  profiles  were  computed  using  the  Hydrologic  Engineering 
Center's  generalized  computer  program  HEC-2  (723-X6-L202A).  Water 
surface  profiles  were  computed  using  guidance  in  reference  2. 

STAGE  AND  GAGING  HISTORY 

Records  of  river  stage  and  discharge  on  the  Red  River  of  the  North  have 
been  maintained  since  1 8 8 2 .  Early  observations  were  taken  on  a  non¬ 
recording  gage  which  was  relocated  several  times  from  1882  to  November 
1933.  From  October  1926  to  November  1933,  staff  gages  were  located 
near  the  present  gage  site.  Between  November  1933  and  April  1965,  a 
recording  gage  was  located  0.3  mile  upstream  from  the  present  gage 
site.  The  present  USGS  gaging  station  is  in  the  old  Grand  Forks  sewage 
treatment  plant  at  river  mile  295.7.  The  equipment  is  a  continuous 
water  stage  recorder  with  bubble  gage  attachment.  The  reference  datum 
is  778.35  feet,  National  Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  of  1929. 

A  list  of  historic  flood  stages  is  given  in  tables  B-2A  through  B-2C. 
The  flood  stages  arc  those  recorded  at  the  gage  site  and  datum  then  in 
use.  Because  of  the  changed  gage  locations,  a  series  of  corrections 
for  the  1912  to  1929  adjustment,  zero  datum  and  elevations  must  be 
applied  to  all  pre-1965  data  to  obtain  the  stage  and  elevation 
information  at  the  present  gage  site  at  mile  295.70. 
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ELEVATION-DISCHARGE  RATING  CURVE 


The  elevation-discharge  rating  curve  previously  developed  for  the  Red 
River  of  the  North  at  Grand  Forks  (plate  B-2)  was  derived  by  utilizing 
existing  USGS  data,  as  shown  in  tables  B-4A  and  B-4C,  inclusive.  This 
curve,  which  incorporates  the  results  of  a  1974  interagency  agreement, 
was  the  administratively  agreed  upon  elevation  of  829.0  for  a  discharge 
of  89,000  cfs.  However,  since  the  1979  flood,  the  discharges  for  the 
1897,  1882,  1852  and  1826  floods  have  been  revised. 


The  discharges  for  1882  and  1897  have  been  changed  as  follows: 


Year 

1882 

1897 


Previous  Value 
in  cfs 

68,800 

80,000 


Revised  Value 
in  cfs 

75,000 

85,000 


Additionally,  the  1979  flood  discharge  was  recorded  as  82,000  cfs  at  a 
maximum  stage  of  48.81,  The  1979  flood  provides  one  recent  additional 
point  in  analyzing  high  flow  data. 


Above  55,000  cfs,  two  distinct  rating  curves  can  be  drawn.  The  first 
is  based  on  the  interagency  agreement  and  associated  hydrology.  The 
second  is  based  on  updated  hydrology,  observed  1979  flood  data, 
correlation  with  downstream  hydraulic  characteristics  and  a  numerical 
analysis  of  all  available  recorded  data. 


The  recorded  high  water  stages  for  1881  and  1897  remain  unchanged. 
However,  increasing  the  discharges  for  these  events  tends  to  pull  the 
high  end  of  rating  down  when  compared  to  the  administratively  adopted 
curve. 

The  Red  River  of  the  North  main  stem  was  extensively  modeled  in  1978 
through  1981  using  the  HEC-2  computer  program.  The  reach  between  Oslo 
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(river  mile  271-2)  and  Grand  Forks  (river  mile  296)  was  calibrated  to 
the  floods  of  1969  and  1978  and  verified  to  the  1979  flood. 
Calibration  of  the  Emerson  to  Drayton  and  Drayton  to  Oslo  reaches  was 
also  made  to  the  1969  and  1978  floods.  With  well-defined  USGS  and  COE 
elevation-discharge  rating  curves  at  each  end  of  the  three  reaches,  a 
correction  curve  to  vary  Manning's  "n"  value  as  a  function  of  discharge 
was  developed  for  each  reach.  Similar  curves  resulted  for  the  Emerson 
to  Drayton  and  the  Drayton  to  Oslo  reaches.  However,  in  matching  the 
administrative  rating  curve  at  Grand  Forks,  the  resultant  correction 
curve  is  dissimilar.  This  curve  implies  that  the  relative  roughness 
increaseswith  discharge  and  depth  of  flow.  However,  if  the  updated 
hydrology  and  historic  data  are  used,  a  correction  curve  very  similar 
to  the  other  two  reaches  results  as  shown  on  plate  B-3.  These  three 
similar  curves  all  show  that  the  relative  roughness  decreases  with  flow 
depth,  which  is  consistent  with  the  hydraulic  theories  being  used.  The 
validity  of  the  administratively-adopted  rating  curve  is  questionable 
under  such  conditions. 

Records  of  river  stage  and  discharge  on  the  Red  River  of  the  North  have 
been  maintained  since  1882.  Early  observations  were  taken  on  a  non¬ 
recording  gage  at  the  Northern  Pacific  railway  bridge  (river  mile 
297.55).  The  actual  gage  was  relocated  several  times  at  this  location 
between  1882  and  1926.  From  October  1926  to  November  1933,  staff  gages 
were  located  near  the  gage  site  at  river  mile  296.  Between  November 
1933  and  April  1965,  a  recording  gage  was  located  at  river  mile  296.0, 
0.3  mile  upstream  from  the  present  gage  site.  The  present  reference 
datum  is  778.35  feet  in  the  National  Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  of  1929. 

In  order  to  transfer  historic  flood  stage  data  to  the  present  USGS  gage 
site  at  river  mile  295.7,  a  series  of  corrections  must  be  properly 
applied.  These  corrections  must  be  used  to  account  for  differences 
between  the  1912  and  1929  general  adjustments,  reference  datum 
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differences,  and  a  fall  correction  to  account  for  river  slope  between 
gage  locations.  These  corrections  and  net  adjustments  are  listed  as 
follows : 


Period 

Datum 

Correction 

Fall 

Correction 

Net  Adjustment 
to  Mile  295.7 

1882-1926 

+0.5 

-1.4 

-0.9  foot 

1927-1964 

None 

-0.02 

-0.02  foot 

1965-present 

None 

None 

None 

In  relating  historic  flood  stages  to  the  present  site,  it  is  not 
uncommon  to  see  one  or  both  of  the  correction  factors  disregarded. 
This  is  easily  done  because  all  of  the  historic  stages  are  related  to  a 
reference  elevation  of  778.35.  Without  applying  the  proper 
corrections,  the  historic  data  can  be  used  incorrectly. 

The  relationships  between  river  stage  and  discharge  are  thoroughly 
discussed  in  reference  12.  Numerical  methods  to  analyze  stage- 
discharge  data  and  development  of  stage-discharge  rating  curves  are 
covered  in  this  publication. 

For  that  part  of  the  rating  curve  under  consideration,  above  55,000 
cfs,  the  floodplain  flows  begin  to  dominate  the  stage-discharge 
relationships.  In  a  generalized  form: 

Discharge  =  a(stage  -  gage  zero)b 

where  "a"  and  "b"  are  station  parameters  to  be  determined  by  a  non¬ 
linear  least  squares  method  or  by  log-transformation. 

A  numerical  analysis  of  the  historic  stage-discharge  data  transferred 
to  river  mile  295.7  was  made  using  Corps  Program  M0001  (reference  11). 
The  historical  data  consist  of  102  stage-discharge  data  points.  The 
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computer  program  computes  the  equation  for  the  line  to  be  plotted  has 
on  the  type  cf  curve  fit  requested. 

Using  the  guidance  discussed  in  reference  12,  the  power  and  natural  1 
functions  were  used  to  analyze  the  data.  For  that  part  of  the  cur 
under  consideration,  above  5?, 000  cfs,  the  natural  log  ar.d  pow 
functions  give  very  similar  results. 

In  addition  to  the  numerical  analysis,  plotting  the  historical  data 
log-log  paper  and  using  the  method  of  visual  estimation  can  prc-du 
satisfactory  results  (reference  12).  The  results  of  both  methods  we 
in  good  agreement. 

The  results  of  the  analysis  indicate  that  the  ir.terager. 
administrative  elevation  of  829.0  for  a  discharge  of  89,303  cfs 
about  1  foot  too  high  for  design  purposes.  The  results  of  t 
reevaluation  indicate  an  elevation  of  827.85  is  more  appropriate.  T 
natural  log  function  generates  an  equation  of  the  form: 

Y  =  A  +  B(LnX) 


where : 


A  r  -92.019333 
B  =  12.917163 

In  this  case  X  =  discharge  in  cfs,  Y  -  stage  ir.  feet,  and  the  gage  ze 
is  778.35  feet  OJCVD  1929). 
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rating  curve  for  design  purposes  is  needed.  For  the  hydraulic 
analysis,  the  following  m e 0 h c d  was  used  to  determine  starting  water 
surface  elevations  at  the  USGS  gage  sites  for  flows  from  0  to  5 5 , 0 C C 
cfs.  The  existing  rating  curve  oar.  be  used  with  confidence.  For  flows 
great'”"  than  55,000  cfs,  the  water  surface  elevation  at  the  gage  site 
is  computed  by  the  following  formula: 

Y  =  A  +  E(Lr.X) 

cr : 

Elevation  =  gage  zero  +  A  +  3(LnX) 

where : 

A  =  -92.019633 
B  =  12.917163 

X  =  Discharge  in  cubic  feet  per  second 

Y  =  Stage  in  feet 
Gage  zero  =  773.35 

The  design  rating  curve  is  shown  on  plate  B-4. 


HISTORIC  WATER  SURFACE  PROFILES 


High  water  profiles  have  been  recorded  at  Grand  Forks-East  Grand  Forks 
for  the  recent  major  floods.  Seventeen  high  water  reference  points 
have  been  established  within  the  study  reaches,  as  shown  in  table  3-3- 

Historic  flood  profiles  have  been  developed  from  the  observed  data. 
Interpolated  high  water  profiles  developed  for  the  HEC-2  model 
calibration  are  shown  in  tables  3-4 A  and  B-4B. 

HEC-2  MODEL  CALIBRATION 


* 


the  HEC-2  model  for  the  Red  River  of  the  North  was 
or  the  i 974  floodway  study  (reference  1).  The  updated 
i  cross  section,  and  discharge  data  were  added.  The 
adjusted  slightly  to  recalibrate  the  1969  historic  flood 
location  of  the  recalibration  was  made  by  computing 
9'79  flood  profiles.  The  model  was  able  to 
water  profiles  for  the  1969,  1978  and  1979 


flood  events  within  1.3  feet.  The  permanent  flood  control  works  at 
Grand  Forks  and  the  emergency  levee  systems  at  Grand  Forks  and  East 
Grand  Forks  were  used  to  determine  t.ne  effective  flow  limits  for  model 
calibration.  Effective  flow  limits  fer  events  greater  than  the  1979 
flood  event  (32, CCD  of  si  were  determined  by  inspection  of  topographic 
maps,  aerial  flooded  are:  mars  and  consideration  of  floodplain 
uraulio  character  is t i or. 


MANNING’S  ROUGHNESS  VALUES  AND  TRANSITION  LOSS  COEFFICIENT 


was  accomplished  by  adjusting  Manning's 
r  .  •':(•=■  m.-it  ?:-.*»  i  the  recorded  1969  flood  high 
nr. ;  transition  loss  coefficient  were  then 
c  cmr  .ted  pr  ;f  1  les  for  t.ne  1978  and  1979  flood 
d  r.:gh  water  profiles.  Manning’s  "n” 


values  and  transition  loss  coefficients  for  the  1 -percent  chance  flood 
and  the  standard  project  flood  are  shown  in  tables  B-13A  through  B-13F, 
inclusive. 

STARTING  WATER  SURFACE  ELEVATIONS 


Starting  water  surface  elevations  for  the  Red  River  of  the  North  began 
at  the  USGS  gage  site  at  river  mile  295.7.  Starting  water  surface 
elevations  for  profiles  farther  downstream  were  derived  from  a  detailed 
HEC-2  analysis  completed  for  the  Red  River  of  the  North  Main  Stem  Study 
in  December  1980.  For  existing  and  with-project  conditions  profiles, 
computations  began  at  the  USGS  gage  site  at  mile  295.7.  Only  for  the 
evaluation  of  the  Grand  Marais  Creek  was  it  necessary  to  begin  the 
backwater  computations  at  river  mile  287.83. 

WATER  SURFACE  PROFILES 


Water  surface  profiles  for  the  Red  River  of  the  North  and  the  Red  Lake 
River  were  developed  using  the  flood  events  and  discharge  data  listed 
in  tables  B-6A  and  B-6B.  Development  of  the  discharges  used  and  the 
coincidental  flow  analyses  are  discussed  in  Appendix  A.  For  the  Grand 
Marais  Coulee,  the  1 -percent  annual  chance  flood  discharge  of  3,5^0  cfs 
was  used.  Water  surface  profiles  are  shown  in  tables  B-7A  through  B- 
1 1  C,  inclusive. 


GENERAL 


THE  NED  PLAN 


Plans  for  the  NED  event,  the  one-percent  annual  chance  flood  and  the 
standard  project  flood  are  discussed  in  the  main  report.  The  plans 
contain  levees/floodwalls/closures  as  a  flood  control  measure.  The  NED 
plan  uses  the  levee  alignment  discussed  in  the  main  report. 
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DEGREE  OF  PROTECTION 


The  level  of  protection  for  the  NED  plan  will  provide  protection  for 
events  up  to  and  including  the  0.30-percent  annual  chance  flood  event 
without  freeboard.  When  freeboard  is  included,  protection  up  to  the 
0.11 -percent  annual  chance  flood  event  is  provided  by  the  top  of  levee 
profile. 

PROJECT  IMPACTS 

The  levees  considered  would  be  designed  for  3  feet  of  freeboard  at  the 
downstream  end  of  the  project  in  accordance  with  guidance  in  references 
3  and  8.  The  Red  River  of  the  North  and  Red  Lake  River  flooded 
outlines  for  the  1 -percent  chance  flood  and  the  standard  project  flood 
events  for  with-project  conditions  are  shown  in  the  main  report. 

The  line  of  protection  for  the  levees  is  also  shown.  The  areas  within 
the  levees  would  not  be  flooded  for  events  less  than  or  equal  to  the 
design  flood.  Backwater  computations  for  with-  and  without-pro ject 
conditions  show  that  the  water  surface  elevations  are  about  one-half 
foot  lower  for  a  with-project  condition  compared  to  the  without-pro ject 
condition.  The  reason  for  this  difference  is  that  for  without-pro ject 
conditions,  the  existing  emergency  levees  and  structures  in  the 
floodplain  govern  the  overbank  roughness  and  effective  flow  limits. 
The  emergency  levee  alignment  is  very  similar  to  the  authorized  plan 
alignment.  The  levee  alignment  recommended  in  the  main  report  is 
significantly  landward  of  the  existing  emergency  levee  alignment(s). 
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LEVEE  ALIGNMENT  ANALYSIS 


A  floodway  study  was  accomplished  for  the  city  of  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota,  in  1974  (reference  1)  for  floodplain  management  purposes.  The 
1974  study  documented  effective  flow  limits  and  levee  alignments  for 
the  1972  interagency  1-percent,  0.2-percent  chance  and  standard 
project  flood  events.  These  effective  flow  limits  and  levee  alignments 
were  verified  and  used  to  define  effective  flow  limits  for  the  levee 
alignment(s)  considered  for  current  design  purposes.  Along  the  Red 
River  of  the  North,  the  levees  extend  from  river  mile  295.77  to  river 
mile  299.6.  On  the  Red  Lake  River,  the  levees  extend  from  river  mile 
0.1  to  river  mile  3.1. 

WATER  SURFACE  PROFILES 

Water  surface  profiles  for  with-project  conditions  were  computed  for 
the  NED  plan,  the  10-,  2-,  1-,  0. 2-percent  annual  chance  flood  events 
and  for  the  standard  project  and  probable  maximum  flood  events. 
Discharges  used  to  compute  design  water  surface  profiles  are  shown  on 
table  B-6B.  Water  surface  profiles  for  the  NED  plan,  the  1 -percent 
chance  flood  and  the  standard  project  flood  are  shown  on  plates  B-5  and 
B-6.  The  profiles  are  also  shown  in  tabular  form  in  tables  B-7A 
through  B-7C,  inclusive.  Water  surface  profiles  for  the  10—,  2-,  1- 
and  0.2-percent  annual  chance,  standard  project  and  probable  maximum 
floods  are  shown  in  tabular  form  in  tables  B - 1 1 A  through  B-11C, 
inclusive.  Based  on  District  experience  and  observations  during 
historic  floods,  all  water  surface  profiles  assumed  a  25-percent 
reduction  in  waterway  opening  at  all  bridges. 


B-12 


MANNING'S  ROUGHNESS  VALUES  AND  TRANSITION  LOSS  COEFFICIENTS 


Manning's  "n"  values  for  the  NED  plan  are  shown  in  tables  B-12A  through 
B-12C,  inclusive.  Adjustment  of  the  calibration  "n"  values  was 
accomplished  by  multiplying  all  "n”  values  by  0.8.  Plate  B-3  was  used 
to  select  the  appropriate  adjustment  factor. 

TOP  OF  LEVEE  PROFILES 

The  top  of  levee  profile  for  the  NED  plan  was  developed  in  accordance 
with  Civil  Works  Bulletin  54-15  (reference  4)  and  EM  1110-2-1601 

(reference  8).  The  top  of  levee  profile  was  developed  by  computing  a 
water  surface  profile  for  a  discharge  whose  stage  is  3  feet  above  the 
design  water  surface  profile.  This  water  surface  profile  in  turn  was 
slightly  modified  to  produce  the  top  of  levee  profile.  The  top  of 
levee  profile  is  shown  on  plate  B-5  and  plate  B-6  and  in  tabular  form 
in  tables  B-7A  through  B-7C,  inclusive. 

FREEBOARD 

The  proposed  freeboard  for  the  earth  levee  is  3  feet  at  the  downstream 
end  of  the  project  and  3*5  feet  at  the  upstream  end  of  the  project 
based  on  guidance  provided  in  reference  8.  In  cases  of  overtopping, 
experience  has  shown  that  it  is  better  to  have  a  levee  fail  on  the 
downstream  end  of  a  project  rather  than  on  the  upstream  end  (reference 
3). 


VELOCITIES 

Channel  and  overbank  velocities  for  the  NED  plan,  the  1-percent 
annual  chance  and  standard  project  flood  events  are  shown  in  tables 
B-14A  through  B-14C,  inclusive. 
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Velocities  -  Red  River  of  the  Worth 


Channel  and  overbank  velocities  for  with-project  conditions  for  the 
NED  plan  flood  event,  1 -percent  annual  chance  flood  and  the  standard 
project  flood  are  shown  in  tables  B-14A  and  B-14B.  For  tne  NED  plan 
flood,  channel  velocities  range  from  2.8  feet  per  second  to  6.9  feet 
per  second,  and  overbank  velocities  range  from  0.3  foot  per  second  to 
1.7  feet  per  second.  For  the  1-percent  annual  chance  flood,  channel 
velocities  range  from  3  feet  per  second  to  7.6  feet  per  second,  and 
overbank  velocities  range  from  0.3  foot  per  second  to  2  feet  per 
second.  For  the  standard  project  flood,  channel  velocities  range  from 
3.2  feet  per  second  to  10.7  feet  per  second,  and  overbank  velocities 
range  from  0.5  foot  per  second  to  2,6  feet  per  second. 

Velocities  -  Red  Lake  River 


Channel  and  overbank  velocities  for  with-project  conditions  for  the  NED 
plan  flood  event,  1 -percent  annual  chance  flood  and  the  standard 
project  flood  are  shown  in  table  B-14C.  For  the  1-percent  annual 
chance  flood,  channel  velocities  range  from  1.1  feet  per  second  to  3.6 
feet  per  second,  and  overbank  velocities  range  from  0.3  foot  per  second 
to  0.8  foot  per  second.  For  the  standard  project  flood,  channel 
velocities  range  from  1.5  feet  per  second  to  4  feet  per  second,  and 
overbank  velocities  range  from  0.3  foot  per  second  to  1.1  feet  per 
second. 

EROSION  PROTECTION 

Flow  velocities  of  a  potentially  erosive  nature  occur  in  isolated  areas 
for  the  plan  considered.  Design  of  erosion  protection  works  will  be 
undertaken  in  the  next  phase  of  study. 
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FLOODWALLS 


The  locations  requiring  floodwalls  are  shown  in  the  main  report. 

HIGHWAY  AND  RAILROAD  CLOSURE  STRUCTURES 

Closure  structures  will  be  provided  for  all  highways  and  railroads 
where  road  and/or  track  raises  are  not  possible  without  causing 
problems  to  the  operation  of  these  facilities.  Approximately  8 
closures  would  be  necessary.  Preliminary  analysis  and  experiences  with 
previous  flood  emergencies  indicate  that  a  minimum  of  3  to  5  days 
warning  is  available  to  initiate  actions  to  make  the  necessary 
closures.  The  location  of  the  closure  structures  is  shown  in  the  main 
report. 

CHANNEL  STABILITY 

A  qualitative  evaluation  of  the  Red  River  of  the  North  and  Red  Lake 
River  was  accomplished  using  historic  and  recent  maps  of  the  study  area 
(references  4,  5,  6  and  7).  The  Red  River  of  the  North  exhibits  a 
sinuosity  of  about  1.4  in  the  study  area.  The  Red  Lake  River  has  a 
sinuosity  of  about  1.8  in  the  vicinity  of  East  Grand  Forks.  Based  on 
maps  dating  back  to  1918,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  major  lateral 
migration  of  the  river  channels.  The  plans  considered  for  flood 
control  at  East  Grand  Forks  do  not  include  any  cutoffs  or  other 
structural  measures  which  would  have  adverse  effects.  No  adverse 
impact  on  channel  stability  due  to  the  project  is  anticipated.  Future 
studies  will  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  guidance  stated  in 
reference  9. 
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ALTERNATIVE  MEASURES 


GENERAL 

Alternative  measures  are  discussed  in  the  main  report.  Hydraulic 
analysis  was  accomplished  for  consideration  of  diverting  some  of  the 
Red  Lake  River  flows  by  way  of  the  Grand  Marais  Creek. 

GRAND  MARAIS  CREEK  DIVERSION 

General 


Hydraulic  analyses  of  the  considered  Grand  Marais  Creek  diversion  were 
accomplished  by  using  an  existing  HEC-2  model  developed  by  Wehrman, 
Chapman  and  Associates  for  the  1 -percent  annual  chance  flood  event  for 
the  Grand  Marais  Creek.  Existing  conditions  and  proposed  modifications 
to  the  creek  were  considered  in  the  diversion  analyses. 

Existing  Conditions 


For  existing  conditions,  flows  from  the  Red  Lake  River  begin  to  enter 
the  Grand  Marais  Creek  at  an  elevation  of  approximately  830.5.  This 
corresponds  to  a  Red  Lake  River  discharge  of  about  17,500  cfs,  somewhat 
less  than  the  10-percent  annual  chance  flood  for  the  Red  Lake  River. 
The  Burlington  Northern  railroad  tracks  and  U.S.  Highway  2  cross  the 
creek  at  the  upstream  end.  Two  box  culverts  at  these  crossings  limit 
the  inflow  to  about  500  cfs.  Along  the  length  of  the  creek,  there  are 
23  road  crossings  consisting  of  culverts  and  small  bridges  with  limited 
capacities. 
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Diversion  Features 


To  divert  flows  from  the  Red  Lake  River  through  the  Grand  Marais  Creek, 
a  Red  Lake  River  control  structure,  channel  modifications  and 
bridge/culvert  replacements  on  the  Grand  Marais  Creek  would  be 
required.  The  control  structure  would  have  a  crest  elevation  of  838 
and  be  located  downstream  of  the  Grand  Marais  Creek.  This  condition 
would  limit  the  1-percent  annual  chance  flood  event  stage  at  Fisher, 
Minnesota,  to  a  half-foot  increase  above  existing  conditions.  On  the 
creek,  10  miles  of  channel  excavation  were  considered  from  the  Red  Lake 
River,  excavating  downstream.  Bridges  would  be  modified  to  provide  a 
waterway  opening  of  about  2,700  square  feet. 

Water  Surface  Profiles 

Water  surface  profiles  for  the  Grand  Marais  Creek  for  various 
conditions  were  analyzed  to  assess  impacts  and  benefits  at  East  Grand 
Forks.  Profiles  were  computed  for  the  1 -percent  annual  chance  flood  on 
the  Grand  Marais  Creek  plus  5,000  cfs,  10,000  cfs,  15,000  cfs  and 
20,000  cfs,  as  shown  on  plate  B-7. 

Water  surface  profiles  were  also  computed  for  three  considered 
operational  plans  which  diverted  6,500  cfs  from  the  Red  Lake  River. 
The  plans  considered  were: 

Plan  A 

No  channel  improvement  or  bridge  modifications  on  the  Grand  Marais 
Creek  (i.e.,  existing  conditions).  Red  Lake  River  control  structure  at 
a  crest  elevation  of  842  and  a  pool  elevation  of  846. 

Plan  B 

With  channel  improvements  and  bridge  modifications  on  the  Grand 
Marais  Creek.  Ten  lineal  miles  of  channel  modifications  and  bridge 
waterway  openings  increased  to  2,700  square  feet,  with  an  invert  eleva- 


tion  under  the  bridges  of  about  829.  The  Red  Lake  River  control 
structure  at  a  crest  elevation  of  838  and  a  pool  elevation  of  842. 

Plan  C 

No  channel  improvements  on  Grand  Marais  Creek.  U.S.  Highway  2  and 
railroad  bridges  near  Fisher  modified  for  a  waterway  opening  of 
2,700  square  feet,  and  invert  elevations  of  about  8 29.  The  Red  Lake 
River  control  structure  at  841  and  a  pool  elevation  of  approximately 
845. 

The  computed  water  surface  profiles  are  shown  on  plate  B-8. 

Impacts  at  East  Grand  Forks 

The  impact  of  diverting  flows  from  the  Red  Lake  River  by  the  Grand 
Marais  diversion  lowers  the  flood  stage  at  East  Grand  Forks.  Plate  B-9 
shows  the  stage  reduction  in  feet  as  a  function  of  the  percent  of  Red 
Lake  River  flows  diverted  at  various  locations.  If  all  of  the  Red  Lake 
River  flows  could  be  diverted  for  the  1 -percent  annual  chance  flood,  a 
maximum  stage  reduction  of  4.3  feet  could  be  realized  at  the  mouth  of 
the  Red  Lake  River.  At  the  USGS  gage  site,  a  reduction  of  3.2  feet  was 
computed.  However,  only  6,500  cfs  from  the  Red  Lake  River  could  be 
diverted  from  a  practical  standpoint,  since  damages  could  result  at 
Fisher  if  stages  were  significantly  increased  on  the  Red  Lake  River. 


B-18 


REFERENCES 


1.  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  St.  Paul  District,  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota,  and  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  Type  19  Flood  Insurance 
Study,  1974. 

2.  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  HEC-2,  "Water  Surface  Profiles," 
User's  Manual,  The  Hydrologic  Engineering  Center,  August  1979. 

3.  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Civil  Works  Engineers  Bulletin  54-15. 

4.  P.T.  Simons  and  Forest  V.  King,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Bulletin  No.  1017,  "Report  on  Drainage  and  Prevention  of  Overflow 
in  the  Valley  of  the  Red  River  of  the  North,"  31  March  1922. 

5.  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  Department  of  the  Interior,  Grand  Forks, 
Quadrangle,  7.5  Minute  Series  (topograhic)  1 9 6 3  -  Photo  revised 
1979. 

6.  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  Department  of  the  Interior,  Grand  Forks 
Quadrangle,  Scale  1:62,500,  1938. 

7.  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Progressive  Military  Map,  Grand  Forks 
Quadrangle,  Scale  1:62,500,  Office  of  Chief  of  Engineers,  1 9 1 8 . 

8.  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  EM  1110-2-1601,  "Hydraulic  Design  of 
Flood  Control  Channels,"  1  July  1970. 

9.  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  EC  1110-2-241,  "Draft  Chapters  of 
Sedimentation  Manual,"  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
Washington,  D.C.,  31  January  1983. 

10.  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  St.  Paul  District,  "Flood  Control 
Definite  Project  Report  on  Red  River  of  the  North  at  Grand  Forks, 
North  Dakota-East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,"  May  1953. 

11.  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Computer  Program  704-F3-R00 1 0 , 
"CURVEFIT"  -  General  Purpose  Statistical  Analysis  and  Curve  Fitting 
Program  -  M0001,  Waterways  Experiment  Station,  Vicksburg, 
Mississippi,  February  1978. 

12.  Jansen,  P.  Ph.,  "Principles  of  River  Engineering,  The  Non-Tidal 
Alluvial  River,"  Pitman  Publishing,  Itc.,  1979. 


B-19 


RED  RlUER  OF  THE  NORTH  AT  GRAND  FORKS, ND  AND  EAST  GRAND  FORKS, MINNESOTA 


▼  OJVLALr>Lntftu>— «noo,rnj<s®Qocn— •r-r“r><srvjAj»\)ma»a>,TOo^- 
^cn^a)C7»a»c7>cnc7>oor^r-r-i^Lr»cDcfir-r^r'-r-r*oooamoou)<i)^-<i)p- 


<s>  ~h  <s>  t  ▼  *■  ^cx3®co«s><s<S)<5)CCinruLnLno®<s®n®<3?<s>m<5> 

ujoioj-**-'-— •  —  <-r7®f^ao<s>u>Lnoor^Lncou)U3u>)®«>Ln»-,<5><s>Lnmu') 
r-  ▼  r-un/M/>uni/>in*-  ^Tur-ooeoTLnincoua^iAcocDTtruaujuim^ 


<S>  —  ^^-•▼'▼▼'T'-cO'S>oo<s<s><s<sa3LnnjLnLn<S)<s><s><s>r><s><s><s>n<s> 
i^cnai  —  —  n®r-cxD<s>ix)Lncx3r“Lncx3ix)U)Lri<S)<s>Ln-^<S)‘S>LnmLr> 

r^<cr'-i/>L/>Lni/^uW'rrui^oooo'<einiococouir>tflU3'*‘irMUcDtf)iP^ 
<S>®®®<S>®®<S>®<S>®<»‘S><5><5><»<»<S><£><S><S><»<S><SMS><S'CS><S><S><S><S> 
u>i/»imm/>uMf»i/»ipa>tnLnL^inLnLr>u>Lni/>tntntnu^irti^ir>u>imnintn 


njLnr*-LT»LrtcnLOi/u/>LnLr>L/>®®«>®i/i®®<5)®®®®®<»c9<s><»<»<s> 

r--»r*cr>c7sosCT»(7>oomu)a)— 'LDcrM»'^cnLncooo<»^'»-c7»'-«Lf)unru  —  trt 
U3mrv-uaa>u3caco~"a3oor-<s>r-r'-<»aor-aj®«s®r\jrvj-*c7>®<s>co®^ 
ooooooaiooaoooooasoooococooococooocxjcooooooooocoooooooooooaooo 


Lnu^Lfu/)k/u/u/'Lni/>LnLf>Lr»un/)Ln(/»u>uunuu/)tni/>aiLna>i/>u)t/)iin/> 


oo  <\i  o>  ~ —  ooaou3r-u>®®r^ruf\joooooLnr^r-r“^<7><7u\joo  — 


—  -*-*-*  —  m^OT®ruinu’>c*cor-ir>«~«.-*rnrnmmvoi/>Ln(,ucn® 
ry^ryj— — '-^ixiruoooajron— <<s®  — — ru 
QOOOCoooasaaoooooooocooooooaoooaooooooooaoooaooQooaoaoooooooco 


—  c?>LrtLni«r»LnLr»®o<SLnLoo®o®o®®®o®®‘S><s><® 
^l/>njl/X»<Vl/>UJU>U3r7r-  10U7  10  ^-*CM/>«-*U>U)UJLOl/JLn  -T  U)  UlLD  «->  C7> 

U3mo>®®ai®Lnoo^^^rs“fv-rv  nj  r-  r- u)  ® 
p-r-r-oochCTioor^r-oor^r-r-oocxjr-r^r'r-r-r-r^r-r-r-r'r-r'r-r'OO 
r-r-r^rs-r-r-r*r^r*r-r^r-r-r-r“(^r-f^rv-r'r>r'r^r-rv“r^r-c^r'f^r“ 


anDoo®ODuioocnccoaou)003<s®oocft<»®OT®ao<»<»^<»Lor“in  — 

rucocuru  — —  ~*c*  — '  ▼  nj  i/i  r-  irnr>uM’urv-crt^ri/>— •▼maXDr-  ®  —•  ®  in 
TU>CDi/i  in  ®  in  ®  m  — .  ru  in  ▼  cn  r-  -<  — *  —  rvjrn*-*  ▼  cn 


«nj—»i/uninnjmio  ~*--®aof>jininoo®fULnru^'moj® 
f'-co®-**-*— •— •ru^iniOoocncncn®«-ojrnmmmLnu>iou>cs-fs-r,‘“00® 


v/)i/)*ou>^ouMDU)^o<D|-DcfiifiLOU5r,^rs-rs-r-p»r-r^r-r-r>>f^r-rv-r'r^oo 

CDOwlCT'O^CT»^i7'CT»(7if7Nc7'CTic7»(7i(7>CTiCTlC7'CT'Cr>^>C7>^'(7'0'C7>C^»(7'(7lC7' 

ruaiAjainjnjajroruf\jT'jruajrururunjruruajrur\jf\jruaif\jf\jrurunjaj 


u 


fs*  CD  00  00  00  00  CT  C7)  CTi  WChWCftttW  O'O  W  O' 

r»  r-r-f^r-r~  r-  n-  n-  r»  r-  r-  n-  r-  r^r^r-  n- 


B-20 


ruu'>®»-,LnLr><'rinj®ooc7>w">®<s><s>®,S>oo®<s><s>®®®®Lf>® 
r-  ^u^cncT'.  «-<C7)-^Lr)fs-ccimmcor~fs-— «'X03<s>txiLnrunjcx3ru 
r-(\jr~r'P-r-cor^cococoQ3Cn<SMS>cno  —  cr>«S''-'-njrr)®wot^ 


®<s>i^^®n®®njLnu3inLO<s>S3C*--«<smnr^<s>r’,>— «r-  n 

u*»  H®tru/u/in^®- i  r-  ru  m  <s>  <5>00T-Ln<s>*-*®,^‘Lr>Lr 

u3c0Lr>r-a3LD'1Dr^00Lna)U3^LnuDa3LOLD'>rLnLnr-t0LDLnr-Ln 


lo -<r  *-.<s>-Trur>cftcriu><£>-^r^njm<s>r-  oco-ru>®« otuhp 
ujootr>r-u3U3a)r^oOLna3U3LnLna)iDuna)'*-L/iLnr-uju)Lr)r^LO 
<S><S><S><S><S><S>G><S><S>®®<5>®<S>«>®<S>®®®<5><S>eS>S><X>®<» 
u~»tOLnu^LOi-OLnLr>LriLnLniriLnLnLr>L_nLnLnLnLnLr>LnLnLnLnLnLn 


r'C**r^ur>r'Wrur7r^r~r-iocc^--<cc'rr^cnr-  <s>  ▼  <s  ▼  m  r- 
C7i  —  ®  n  ld  u)  oo  r-  — 'Co->rnjr^— «ooc7injnj®cn<s>Ln— «r-  u)n 
cocoooaocoaooacocooocoaooooocoooaoooooooooooooaoeoaooo 

®©®®®®®©®®®©®®®®®®®®®®®®®®® 

©©®®©®®®®®®<S©®©®®®®®©®®©®®® 

^nLnimr»i/>u^Lnu>LninLnknLALntOLnLnuM/u/>tr>i/'Lr>Lni/iLnir> 


LTMjDnj’roor-m— *-•  ui  m  ru  ru  ro  r-  ®  —•  r-  t  m  ▼  ▼  r-  r-  ru 

~V)cn<s>ru~-'WLn<&<D(7>'ri/>mrur-<s>is>’~>tf>r-coi/>nr-'rycT) 
^ru^ojruru^— »ru '--<ru—*nj^ 
00  CO  00  OO  CO  00  00  OO  00  CD  00  CO  QOCOCQOOGOOOCOOO  00  CO  03  00  00  CD  00 


<D®a>r-cooo®cor-  oor-  c^oor-r-  <xi  ©  r-  ©oonooooooruooao 
r-oor~r-r-r  oou3r-r-r-r^(^r~(^r-cor-oar-r'  r^r-r-r^r-r- 
r^r-f^r^r-r^r-r-r-r-r-r-r-r-r-r-r-r^r-r-r-r-r-r^r^r-r- 

LO^aomiDajLnnj'Tr-  ®ooc7>njmrurn*-r~  ®  r-  to  ®  ®  ®  ® 

r^riui©aorur-ajrnour>cr>®CT>r-cO«^>-*oo<'uco^cv*‘— *®ru 

▼  — <c  cncrioo~-r^r'-i  —  —  rui/'ir-trur-n'ieo—^CT'm 

— •  —•  >— •ru—*rvj^-«r'"i--« 


c7i®H^fULf»i-'r>ru®<"uc7*r-'rLf»©'«Doo©r'or\jrv  r-.  oocwonco 

/i,  —  ^m-TLT>*^)r^OOC7)— rnu>r-C7»^^  vD  —  r'l  ^  — •  r'">  OO  ®  OO  ® 

(jocDcoooo3oaoocooocxj'7'C7'a'c7'(7>c;®®-^«-^-a<njnj^^v 

C7'CiO^C7>CnCT>C7>0'iC7iOC7'(J'<?iCXiO©®®©©©®®®®®® 

(\jnjfvjOjrUCUr\JOjajru<\J«urunjf\j<^inm<’>r»ir'»<^-^i(-')r^r^r-' 

o  <-•  r-  ▼  nnj— c^r-i/ir^rg  —  ®cT>to^DLT'  ^  oj  —  c*>  co  i_r>  ▼ 

ijjvonnn',rinnn<\jrjf\jnjfuajoj  —  —  «  —  «  — 

c na> 
r~  r* 


b-:  i 


BED  £«►.£  R1>.'ER  AT  EAST  liSAtO  FOP«.S.W>  tq  FISHES,  KIHhESOTA 


ZO  i  i  C7*  lO  —  —  —  r- </>  la  to  lO  la  c*  m  r~t  m  lo  oo  r-  ▼  aj  m  co  u>«»  ca 
O — i  '  n,T'r^f^r,“(7»'\j'S><s><s>«sr>-oof^Li>c7»cnm'^<s^-*njc7>cofvKO 
—  3  <r  oo  m  ri  m  m  on  m  ca  ca  cn  cti  m  f7>  ctj  ▼  o  ru  la  ru  ru  m  •*•  <s>  <d  <®  o 
f-at-  1  —  —■-■•  —•■—<—*  ■—•  ru  «-*  cn  — « m  la  r-  oo  a-  lO  in  to  ▼  co 

<_>  C  O  ■ 


LA 


— lO'" 


2 

£ 

<X 

X 

u> 


3  Ui 

a.  ui 
Ou. 


tN>a)cnc7»C7)<o<3)<s<Si<s<S)nj<S‘s<Sf*inrr5<-orT><s>ai<»ai^  ct» 
▼  ld-t  t  'r(7>r-LOU^LnLna)'3>f^  ■'*  — .  oo  la  ai  —  ~  a)  cniA 
—  — aj<\jcun-*~-*-*mrurnru-«  —  — 


*  <X 
X  Z  K 
a<r  oo 
—  a a 
QL 


fN-LO(7><7'CA,5>‘®<S<®®<snj®<s<srrv"HrT'iijjrH®LO<5>LO,,r  co 

^  LA  -«r  'CC7>i>-LALALAlAs0<»r-*  —  03  LA  m  ■—  ▼  vj  C7*  LA 

a/  —  —  —  — •  —  —  —  —  —  —  rururjm  —  ~  —  r^ajrnru'-  —  — 

<S><S‘<S><3)'S<!&<S>'S><a5<S><S><£><S><S<35C5<»<£*<®<53<5><25<5>C5'5><5> 
eAlAialAlaialalalaialalalalalalalaialalalalalalalala 


V  3 

izw 

o<x  -  J 

—  oo  Ui 

a 


T<xui)El3'X>onr~<S><S>®<ScriLOa>ruTr^Lnaj— oaLD^mrunj 
▼  ■*■  <®t®r»oPu>i/)iALr)uhon^®vou3f^oDoo  —  ooooonruoo 

ooojruojr\j<s><®  —  —  •~-<mo3r~fUTrn«-‘CULor-ao^iA,c 

CTi®®®«®®®<S®<S®®(S<S  — ^<S>C0— ■«— <S><S-—  — 

r^aoaoooaiaocooocoaoooooaoaococooocoA-oooococococoGo 


t-  v  <r 


Ui  <i  on 

_J  00 


<S><S><S»'3S®'5><5?<S><35C5<S><5)®<i><S><i}S>0<S><i>ro<i><Si<£)<v<Si 

<S'‘®S><35<S,®<35®<25'i>®<&<S><£'&>i55G}®^i<»iSG5i^<V,5}(Si 

lalAlalalalalalalalalalaialalAialaialalalAialaialala 


ru 

.a} 

X 


ft 

I 

E 

E 

.A 


O 

r 

<x 

a 

-J 


E  W  l' 
U  Z  Ui 
Ui  ‘X  -j 
U  03  Ui 


T<X)ti)ocMX)oAr“'®'S®®coLO(7>nj^rnu>,c  — ■  oo  ru  on  ru  ru 

uilA"^— •  —  ~u~><s<x><s>cs>rur-  ^  u3t7Et\iC7>uj«SQ)u^rn®nj  — 


ruro^rnmrurrti/>cr>tr»(/>ru'T  la  co  lo  ▼  r^m  —  <s  ▼  nj r*^ 
aocccocoaoooooaoccoooooooocococGcccoaoaQooooaoaoooao 


o  _> 
ui  Ui 
3~J 
— »  Ui 

<x 

X 


<x>oO®®<3?®oo®®®<s>rnr\j^  — *  oo  — •wajr^r-®®nuf\j 
lo  rn  r-  ®  ru  ■*  ®  OkHS  ®  moo  t  ▼  u3ooc7>iA’-*nj*-*^  <s>  lu  <x> 


<S>  co  — »  ^  —  la  'r  m  ru  <u  ld  c*i  — •  la  lo  —  la 

aoA-ooa*a»oooooocooooor^r-oocoaoaou>aoooaocncAcn®<35 
r^r-r-A-r^r^r^r-A-r-r-r-i^t^r-r-r^r  r  r-  r-  r-  r-  a  oo au 


JT- 
ui  ►-  *- 
Z  '.3Ui 

r  r  ui 

■I  UiU 

X  -J  - 


®iS<»®im^®u)^u)*HOJTaou3®on®®®o®.s®® 
la  <i»  la  — « •  m  la  rn  X)  ▼  lo  la  la  la  ®  <s  ®  lo  oo  .u  <c  ld 
'O  —  — *-HfXI  ru®oo«-»rn<Dnj®ru©o®— .la® 

— **-»^<r\jru^^ruco^c7>i7  ▼  —  la 
*-*cu  r\J 


A"'^,Lor^r-®rnr^r-<y>c?vajrur»a3rnrAm  —  A-m^-Lom— «lo 
^^_^._rururuojr\jajLAr-<^  *r  <7>.-.c7»rurucnLAr\jCT'®r' 


'/> 

<x 

Ui 


—  L 
ft 


—«— ••^rurvjiACO®^  ujoomr- 
^  ^  ru  ru 


la*-  ft 
»A  o  z 

O  Ui 
Qr  </\ 


'®'^<®LALn*i^rO<S'S«?B'!3«Sr9<5)C('SiO®<S«J9 

<ii«iLAr-corBLALor- 

-ajnjamjnrnnnnnTiiiLor-  oo cr> <»  ru 


®  ®  O  <35 
^  LA  LOr^  00 


b-.>; 


RED  RloER  OF  the  north  at  east  ORAnD  FORKS.  MINNESOTA 


I 


f 


Q 

UJ 


Lm/»4m/>u>i/3i/>uii/>i/u/,)i/>LnLni/,>Lnu,ui>i/urH/»cnLni/»ini/>im/iir»im/>ini/n/uflinu»i/>i/> 

Lf>Lni/»i/iLr)LnLnLnLnLnir»Lni/»i/*cnu>Lf>tnu>i/)i/>i/>Lni/»tnu>LfiLnu>LnLnLnu,'u,ttni/tu^Lnui 


r^.r.r^r^r-[N.r“f^r-f^r^n-(^p-r~r»-r-r^r-r-f^r-r^r-r^n“r>-r'r^r^r*r-n*r^r^r-r^r-fv- 

o»oo»t?»o»t7»o*cwo*o»Qnoo»o»cyto|>a>OTC7»o»(7HcncjM7>o»c'»o»CTo*a»o»o>o»o*o»CT®o%o» 

Ajruajajrvjainjrurunjnjnjnjrunjruruajruairuajnjruajrururuainjajajrururururuaifu 


. .01  ■  •  •  »r» . 


•— 00  nj —> f*3  ®  U3  c»  ru ®  c- rnu>  tu c* ru  ®  U3  ®  rn  ld  to co  •  •  <jj  •  ru  00  <s>  tv  •  ifl(^  ©  —  n 

un  ■*  v  mrunj— «ru— •  —  mtn«-.ru«ojnjnj®vorio»m  —  n-Raifu^n^rn^ftiT 

ru  n 


®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®«®<»®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®®<®®® 

®®®®’*®®®®^®®®vn®®®<®<®®®®®®®®®®co®ajr>®^®®®«®® 

®®^ou>®aom®®^®®rt'r®u3®iA®®®®oo®ooco^Lf><ua>Lnr^rufUUi®oo^a)n 
uu^oo®n®r^a»nnvi>mmu)ru-*Ln,ra»^^i/>aomn)r-®®oo8n^r^oo^(7>a»^n® 
cj»  m  aj  —  --•  ~  <m  i/>  —*  ojw  rt ru  o  ru  -«  —  ru  ru  —  —  m 


rurur^^(j^vor-ooCT®-*rurn^iruflr-<oc7>®— rum-vu>»i)<^ooo*®*-*njn^u>ujr“09»® 

i_na30oaoaoaooococo<7»<7'C7>c?i(7'C*c?>C7>c?>c7i<3>®®®®®®®®®'-«— •  —  —  *nj 

a3aoaocoaoaocca5CoaooocDOoaaaoaocoaococ730»c7»cno>c*c*a>cr>cnc*(7'C7>oc7M7>C*CT*C7»c*c?i 


isei  4  le  usee  28.9  297.55 

1922  4  11  isaee  28.72  297.55 

1923  4  22  16288  26.6  297.55 

1924  5  2  2538  8.3  297.55 

1925  6  12  9698  19.9  297.55 


RED  RIOER  OF  THE  NORTH  AT  EAST  GRAND  FOR<S,  MINNESOTA 


WCKLU 


UI9«««««99«9«9««9«9  9«9«(B<BO««99«9«9«9«9«9«999999 


^  (0U)<A<A<0UI<f  <A<dtf<O<AUMA(£<6l£<£lj9(IMiK0CO(0U><Ptf  WtftfU)  WV0U)U)U)UIUI 

0!0»0>(7IOi»(7K)*50»0>50»<^(7lPiCT0»0l(7l(7t0l<7l<7l(7>W0>ftW(7KnCT0>W(nW(J>OIC»0>0»0»«C»«0* 

rururururu<\>rviruf\jrururunjr\jrururururunjnjnjrururuf\jajnjrururunjrururufurur\jrururururururu<\j 


wzi- 

O  •— w 
<Z  LU 
*-  u. 

»/* 


-•r-cor'io>®fv«f\jc-®n-o»r'*a9ii>c»-“*.-'.-«c*<i>o*c?*®r>— <®o 

. •«>▼«-*  •  oo  •  .n^  •  ~*®  r-  •aics-  •  • 

oo 0000 . [/>•••-•  •  o* v  ■  •  •  *oj  •  •  (7in 

-*aicuru-«icn4iA®f''i\j— «in®<\JC-  <ooi/>CTmr"»®ru—* 

«!•<•<•<  -«  -*<\j  nj  oj-*  r>ru  -«  n  ▼ 


QO^wn«-*r»aoiM<i>r-njnrir>0(»r^ 
•  lAlO CO ® C»  10  •«• 


^*0»^nu>nnnnoaoaTTMs-y) 
▼  ww-TTOin  ru 


999OOOOOOOOSO99OOOS00SOO9OO9OSAOO99OOO0OO9O9OO 
ru®®®  —  r^®®  —  r"*®oo®r\J®®®®®^^®®®®®®®r-®®®f^®®®®®r’uii®r'-inruaj® 
r-ioaj  — uMO^f’iaiakin  — mr^^^r-oaomr-nj  —  ^fTi®®®in<\j<\iiniii®ooinu><*r»m<i>®  — iop-v 
p‘®air»oi»*®  »rmjf  t  uxo®noo-®i^T  to  t  ® -ajmoiuvf  y>nwTnnnnaic7»T(90t0iTUi 
—  —  —  —  «-*  »-**  —  —  ru-^^a»run^  n  —  —  in  t  —  rvi  ru  —  — 


« 

Q 


«nrvj^r*-®®nruo*oo^,AJvo«ruu^tninLn'rru®mo»r-A-A— »®u*®^i/wviy>-*nj®A-mi/>rtj®Lnr>® 

ru  —  oj  —  —  -<  ru  —  w  _  ^^.^ruruajojoj--'’-*  -•  -*ru  —  aj  i\l  ru  —  —  — 


z 

o 

K 


« 


Sf 


<i>r-aoo»®-*njn^iAUBr*-ao(*®  — 
(\>fyftiiMfinnnnnnnnn»T 
0*0*0*<*0*OM*<7*C*0*0*0*C7*0*C*0» 


▼  ▼  ▼  ^ 

0t0IOi9 


00  c* 
▼  ▼ 

o»  o* 


—  Al 
UUn 
0*0* 


m 


s 


B-24 


TAKE  »'2C 

REO  RIVER  OF  THE  NORTH  AT  EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MINNESOTA 


4£uiuB<jiu><4)U)U)u)i0tj)<au)u><j9u>u)ui<Ai/iu)mtmsumAtnifH/uj>u>u>uummsuii 

cnotcnoioioio>oioioiaotoioicriot(7)O)Oiotoicrioi(naaioi(xaiot0toi(Koioioto» 

ru  nt  m  ai  <\i  ru  nj  (\i  nj  <ti  nj  <m  oj  ai  ni  cu  <v  ai  ai  <u  ru  nj  ni  ai  m  ru  ru  a>  nj  r\i  A)  ru  ru  ai 

nneoNtAnTnMaBMni/iMBosn*«niiATuuAnoiaB(mAniin0>OB«Rnai^« 
ui  <  ^  ® <9  •a>o»f"^c»con<\ir*c*i/w  »  •  •syjruao  •rnf\i®ip^-r->j3«>u> 

. . . .  •  •  •  •  . . 

cvir-OTemaicivo  — cnf*)C7ii/i®m~'A*Hai,*,ino*mm<i>in,rr'*mr-  •n«nu>n«*t 
oj*~  nnnnrtiiUTTai  ru-rmtu  ai  t  ♦  n  f  Tn*< 

®  9  ®  ®  ®*  <®<»®  <P  «  <©  «*  <»®  <S>  9®  <9®  ®  <9  ®  <9  ® 

»tn«(n9««na»99«9««0  9<D9«(V)«(»0«««««Ol«9«N 
'c®tnf^rxcoaiu>rnfUoo^ip(7if''«>coru®®r“C\in<ip(^aoTp7P?oBc0-*aj®®--« 
^ooLO'riP<soor-ifif-uiou3f^,r  au&rxviior-cof^caomt/***-*  y  furxu^aifxn© 
<u  «  AinniAin^UMAHCvKu  u\i\ir<n^(nt(u  u>aoni 


>c  ip  to  a-  ▼  *•  o»f*-  >  ♦  mu»  ^  ipr> 


aoo<*  —  aj  m*u><o  r-  oocn®  —  rgr>'»  vnvut^  cow®'-* 

<010  vou>i0<a  a»  a><flr-r^f^r>f^r-fvr-^r-oo» 

9019  ChCh  Cft<*C»Ot  Ol  AOIOOlAOt  0»C*(7>C*0»  a  0*01 


8-25 
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TABU  B-HA 

RED  RIUER  OF  THE  NORTH  AT  GRAND  FORKS-EAST  GRAND  FORKS 

HIGHUATER  PROFILES  FOR  HEC3  HODEL  CALIBRATION 

ELEUATIONS  PARKED  UITH  AN  ASTERISK  (»)  ARE  OBSERVED  ELE OAT  IONS 
ALL  OTHER  ELEOATIONS  ARE  INTERPOLATED  FROM  HIGH  UATER  PROFILES 
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TABLE  B-5 

RED  RIUER  OF  THE  NORTH  AND  RED  L A<E  RIUER  AT  EAST  GRAND  FORKS.  DINNESOTA 

BRIOGE  DATA  SUNNARV 
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i  U.  3 

1  CU 

♦  CL-l 

1  UJ 

1 

to 

1 

J 

Ui 

1 

o 

1  u  I> 

Q 

>  a  ui 

i  t/'_J 

a 

1  UJ 

OP 

i 

i 

i 

<x 

1  hUiOD 

1  OOOUJ 

P 

i  azo-J 

<£ 

1  1  <X_JUJ 

1  (\Jlli. 

J  •  o 

1 

O 

1  PU/OO 

o 

J  UOOUJ 

3 

1  o.zo~-» 

_J 

i  t  <X  _)  UJ 

a 

I  —XU. 

1  O 

UJ 

1 

o 

1 

o 

1  hUJQD 

1  OUOUJ 

oc 

i  azo_» 

A 

1  1  a  — >UJ 

l  OJIU. 

P 

1  o 

z 

I 

Ui 

1 

o 

i  *-UJQO 

a 

1  OOOUJ 

UJ 

i  azo_J 

a. 

1  I  <Z  JUI 

j 

1  <S>  X  U 

u> 

1  —  o 

ru 

1 

I 

1  UJZy^ 

p 

1  OCOU 

*— « 

1  OQ.UJJ 

3 

1  Ml/IQU 

i  era 

to 

1  A  — 

UJ 

1  z 

1 

1  UJ  Z  30 

u 

i  oaoo: 

o 

i  oa  jo 

a 

i  •—to  x 

a 

i  at  a  o 

1  00  *— 

</> 

1  c 

z 

1 

o 

1  03 

1  UJ  UJ 

p 

i  3-J 

1  -JUJ 

o 

l  <X 

z 

i  i 

o 

1  p 

o 

1 

i  a:  UJ  X 

P 

1  UUJ3J- 

<-> 

i  3-J03 

UJ 

1  »—•—  ao 

1  trx<xz 

o 

1 

at 

1 

CL 

1 

1  vii-  a 

X 

1  t nuz 

P 

I  OUJ 

■  <rto 

3 

•  0 

1 

1 

©oo®io^'CD®co,ir©aorT'u,',«r.— eoi/>oo  —  —  ^—  i/>o»0'n‘>— P'O'tOOO 
oooj  — ooPPO'nc7'®a)oo®oj  — oo  — —  uipp  ▼  — toc7>® 


▼  ■♦•^▼▼▼▼i/'LDuur'ioujujpuopppppcooooocoaoO'CncTiO'® 

tTtrtTTTTTtTTtTtTtttttttttTtTTU) 

COOOOOaaOOOOCOOOCOOOCXJOOCXJOOCXJOOCXSCOOOOOOOCXCOOOOOCDOOCOOOOOOO 


©rncr^ojmuitfloo®  — too'm,*,oo®oj*,Pcn®m/'U)fs-*ru‘>rr>tO''r 
co  to  c*  cop p  oo®  m  ▼  ▼  m  ua  p  ^-rur'intoppmmmru^rppcnu'to 


i/'u>t/'i/>i/Hm/,>tDU)totou>tDtoppppppPoooooocoooeoooo"7>0' 

nnnnnnrtnnrnnnnnnf’innnnnnnnnnf'innnn 

00  00  03  00  OO  00  00  00  00  00  OO  OO  CD  00  09  09  OO  00  OO  00  00  000000  09  00  OO  OO  00  00  00 


®rup— nir'toO'rotopruLncyi  —  ^•P®*’PC7'^ia]',rLr>PLr'to®r'rioj 
uj'*-ptotnLntoaoruajajrvjLr»u'imnjm'«-Lr>tDto  — runj  — mcovjru’rLr' 

tc<i>totfitijtotx)toppppppcococooooocooo0>o0'p>oc7>p>®©© 

<rimnnfrinfTinnfrinfTinrru,ifrinrr)nn(Tinf,l)f,>nD!,inT 

OOCOCOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCOCOQOOO 


©mto^-toPOinmu'O'  — ntooja»ao  — ojaac*  — tocotoppoo  — m  — 
cepa»ooppco®mmr9*rppoj  — cucri’cuw>aiojajoj*-totf>u>goo' 

®<s®<s®®®»-‘^-*^^^^runjnjnjnjfurunnnnn(Tin,rTr 

nnnfnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn 

ooaoooooooooooaooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 


— ojmmooo  — oo©pr'nmptOTao©oo©<0^tDoooo<DP(THj,'tfl 
cooo©cnooooo»— ci,c,tu'qoooooooc7>0'  — run©**  — du>pp— u>tx> 

ppooppppaoooooooooooaooocoooooo'o'a'®©®®®©®  — — — 
ruroruojnjruruajfurvjnjruajajruajruruajfurunrnmnnnnmrnm 
OOCOOOOOCOOOOOQOOOOOCOOOOQOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCDCOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO 


<s»—cn®cr>ir'^ojoo®a'tf»ajrr»,*,t/>®ojajtDPPOJ*'’'ePt0Pooc7'a' 

t/'i/MUtou'u'tflPooo'0'®o*ajajajroo^cou'U'tDtotoPCOCooo©«-« 


— <  —  .-1.-.  — ruojruruajajruajruruojojrucurunjajrumrH 
rururunjajrurvjojrurunjnjrunjrururvjrurururuajnjrorxjruruojrunjnj 

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCDOOOOaOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO 


® 

© 

© 

© 

▼ 

oj 

© 

© 

p 

*•< 

OJ 

m 

m 

m 

n 

00 

00 

00 

00 

© 

© 

© 

© 

O' 

ru 

OJ 

IT 

© 

p 

to 

00 

n 

OJ 

OJ 

OJ 

00 

00 

00 

00 

©V'U'®©®©®®®®©® 

©© 

— u>  ru  w*  ©  ©  t/i  co  to  m  m  p  to  to  to  —  ov  i/>  —  to  to  to  u>  in  in  ▼  to  to  u> — o> 

nii/it  — ojoj— nun  — tomo»®  ®ru®inoo^  t  vppprupPtoto® 
pppaoa'<7>aoppaopppoooappppppr-ppppppppoo 
ppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppp 


•nj-*LOLnu*>ajL/Tco-.^<s)oaruLr)Lnoo©ruLi^rvjTLnaj® 
poo©~«  — —  —  oj^i/'tocoo'ena'®  — ruro».ni/'u,'u,'totfltopppoo® 

irK/'totototototocOLOtotoLOLOtopPPPPPPPPPPPPPPcc 
C7»  W  £T>  CT  C"  O'  (?)  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O)  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O' 

ojojaiojojojojojojojnjnjojruruojojojojojojojojajojajojoioiojru 


? 


o)®®®®®o*Ptoi/>rn®-*oj  —  ®cnp©— «oj©  —  oi^®— ojoj© 

iii®*-r\jnTLmmmjM/i«-H^^u^TTru(\minnnTTTfTi/' 
0000000000  O'  O'  O'  O'  O'  O' O' O' Ol  O' O' O'  O' 

r-  r-  r-  r-  r-  p  p  p  p  p  p  p  p  p  p  p  p  p 


B-38 


o 

z 

<x 

oc 

o 


LA 

<r 


a 

o 


Q 

Z 


<X 

X 

K 

a. 

o 

z 


a 

o 

U 


<x 

a 

o 


ar 

a 

o 

£ 


1  U.3 

1  EUJ 

i  a-J 

1  UJ 

1 

LA 

1 

t 

UJ 

1 

o 

I  U.  3 

a 

t  CL  UJ 

1  LA— > 

2 

1  UJ 

CO 

t 

-J 

1 

— ) 

1 

<r 

l  hUJQD 

1  OOOUJ 

t- 

1  O.ZOJ 

<z 

i  i  <r  — »  uj 

1  AJXU- 

(j 

)  •  o 

z 

1 

1 

o 

1  I-UJ03 

o 

1  OOOU 

3 

1  Q.ZOJ 

-J 

1  1  <T  — J  UJ 

a. 

1  Hlu 

4  O 

UJ 

1 

o 

1  HUJQD 

1  OOOUJ 

a 

1  1ZOJ 

00 

t  1  <t  -JUJ 

»  ojxu. 

»- 

»  o 

Z 

1 

LA 

AJ 


a 

o 

u. 

<A 

Ui 


<r 

3 


O 

QC 

CL 


J-UIQ3 
ouow 
a.  zo-> 

®  XU. 
r-»0 


u/Z  W3 
o<rou 

OQ.U-J 
mV»OW 
a  q 


wr  30 
o<roa 

OQ.JO 
*~*<A  X 
QCO  O 
CD  *— 


)A 

i  C 

Z 

l 

O 

)  03 

H 

l~ 

1  UlUJ 
i  3wJ 

M 

1  -JUJ 

a 

I  <£ 

T. 

i  X 

O 

1  1“ 

o 

1 

i  or  uj  x 

►- 

1  LUUJ3I- 

o 

1  3  -j  O  3 

UJ 

1 

3 

i  ac«E 

o 

1 

or 

1 

a. 

1 

•  <AH* 

X 

i  f>oi 

J  O  UJ 

i  &  LA 

3 

1  o 

L/>ru,,r-*inr'-<s>cofwc,p>>oo(,u«"*<£uDa»ajun-*a»rr>r-,ci/>®co 

▼  ru"roocx30QC7>c7iO)<s><o<s>nL/U£r-r-C7>cn»-.^TLA<j5U)con) 

®^^.-,-M,-,**»-«**ruruAJCururucuruAJAimrr>mmmrr>r)r) 
LA  LA  LA  LA  LA  LA  lA  LA  LA  LA  LA  LA  lA  lA  LA  LA  LA  LA  lA  lA  1/)  iA  LA  LA  LA  LA  LA 
OOOOOOOOOOCOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOQOOOO 

LDfnr)CAajtAao'rLArs*®LALO'rr^a><s^oooua®*-«canjai® 
comruALOLOLOr-  r-r-oococA«®— ^ojo^r  ^•LALoax»<p»-*n^r 

O)®®®®®*®®*®®®®®  —  •-•rururururu 

nTTTTTTTTf’tTTTTTTT’tfTTTTT^T 

00  09 09 00  09  09  09  00  00  CO  00  00  00  00  OQ  00  00  00  OQ  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00 

rUOOOtmf^OlfUOOOO®  ▼OJO)^  ®®rUrU®0)r*0>®^-®Otr- 
^-  **  *  T  ▼  LAlA  LA  Lfl  LB  Lfl  P-  00  ®  *-*  CU  CA  m  ▼  UO  00  00  O)  ® 

®  J*  J*  Jt  J*  ^  ^  -•  — •  ^  nj  ru  cu  cu  ru  cu  cu  aim  tu  cu  n  n 

TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT^TTTTTTTr 

cocDOocoooooooooaooooococoooooajoooocDOOoooooooooooooo 

iom<s®^r'“®iAU>rv-njcoiA®fumu>iAiv-iAinr^LOinmr-f^ 
®  m  n  LA  LA  LA  Lfl  03  Lfl  o  r-  r*  oo  o>  ®  cu  r>  t  la  r-  oo  ct»  ®  ru  n 

CA  LA  CO  LA  LA  U>  LA  LA  1A  LA  LA  lA  LA  LA  CO  10  CO  Ifl  U>  Lfl  Lfl  LO  UJ  ID  A-  A-  P- 
nnnnnnnnnnrK'nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn 
OO  00  CO  00  00  00  00  CO  CO  00  00  00  OQ  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00 

ao®ioaonJU3C»iA<^oo‘'r<vcA'room<£r^maj*’0»c»®~«~*m 
r-ooc^cA®®-* —  * -  - —  — 


-<  ru  n  r>  *•  la  a*  a-  oo  ®  cu  ia  a-  oo  -•  cu 


^  ^  ^  ru  ru  ru  cu  cu  ru  cu  cu  cu  ru  ru  cu  cu  cu  n  n  cn  n  r*  ci  r>  ▼  ▼ 
nrnnnnnrnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn 
00  00  00  OO  00  00  OQ  00  00  OO  00  00  CO  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00  00 

r-r-LflfTir^ruLA®njLAf\JCAA-aj^r^LAajrnm'^coLorum^-CA 
rucuru  ▼  -viAiAU>u>iar^r^ooc7t®«"«rumA<j>r-ot®njrruj3rw 

ririnnnnnnnnnnnnTVr  ▼▼TTTiAU>imm/> 
(ucururucurucucurufururucurucucururucunjamj<ucurucuc\i 

00000000000000000000000009  000000  0000  09000000  0000  000000 


®  ®  ®  Q  CO  (S  ®  A  CO  40  40  CD  ®  ®  Q  Q  9  9  9  9  9  40  9  9  9  9  9 

®®T*-»n®®<STrur-rv*--*rH®aomajA-mcALfl^mrU'r-» 

u3®u3r-cAoo®<Ar^co(^f>oor*-r-co®A-A>oomoocoooruooao 

r-oor-r^r-r^ooLor-r-r'-r-r^r-A-r-oor-oor-r-A-r^r-r-r^r- 

AAAAAAAAAAAANAr-AAAAAANAAAAA 

^i9n<vjinnAj9ajo»ATLn9UJ00  9ntvjA^n«09CTr>09 
^-^^m^LALor-oocA-^rALAr^cA-^^Lfl— •muj— *rooo®oo® 

00  CO  QO  00  00  OO  00  00  00  00  OJ  at  COCAO)  ®  9©-<«-*«,(\JfUfUnf,)T 
0>0U7>0)0)0>0>0)Cn0)0M7>0K7>(7l®9®®9®®®  9999 
cu  ru  cm  <U  ru  aj  cu  nj  oj  nj  aj  aj  ru  aj  ru  m  rn  r>  m  r»  ro  m  r>  n  m  r>m 

oo^oir-LA^rAru^oir-LArnaj^c&otaoLDUwru^Otoouw 
LOUjmmcnmmnAiAjAJajruojajrM-*-*  — 

0)0) 

r-  r- 


» 


B-39 


UITH  project  conditions  profiles  UITH  25-PERCENT  bridge  plugging  at  all  bridges 
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NANNING  S  ROUGHNESS  UALUES  AND  TRANSITION  LOSS  COEfTICENTS 
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GENERAL 

The  Red  River  Valley  is  not  a  true  river  valley  but  a  nearlv  level, 
featureless  plain  that  was  once  the  bottom  of  glacial  Lake  Agassiz. 
Lake  Agassiz  was  formed  when  an  ice  barrier  to  the  north  obstructed  the 
flow  of  the  Red  River  of  the  North  during  the  last  glacial  recession 
from  the  region  about  9,000  years  ago.  This  flat  plain  is  broken  bv 
the  sinuous  channel  of  the  Red  River  of  the  North  flowing  north  between 
the  cities  of  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota,  and  East  Grand  Forks, 
Minnesota. 


SOIL  EXPLORATION 

For  the  Definite  Project  Report  prepared  in  May  1953,  10  machine  and  5 

hand-auger  borings  were  made.  For  the  present  studv,  12  machine 
borings  were  made,  and  a  slope  indicator  was  installed. 

FOUNDATION  SOILS 

The  foundation  soils  at  East  Grand  Forks  consist  of  an  upper  zone  of 
lacustrine  soils  that  were  deposited  in  glacial  Lake  Agassiz,  a  zone  of 
lake-washed  glacial  sediments,  and  a  zone  of  glacial  till  that 
underlies  the  lake-washed  sediments  and  overlies  the  bedrock.  In 
addition,  fluvial  soils  are  found  within  the  meander  belts  of  rivers  as 
a  result  of  river  erosion  and  subseauent  deposition.  The  soils  are 
similar  to  those  throughout  the  Red  River  Valiev  and  are  not  unique  to 
the  East  Grand  Forks  area. 

Significant  fluvial  deposits  are  found  only  within  the  meander  belt 
where  they  may  be  as  much  as  50  feet  thick.  These  sediments  consist 


generally  of  siltv  clavs,  but  it  is  common  to  find  lenses  of  silt  and 
sand,  especially  on  the  Red  Lake  River. 

The  lacustrine  soils,  which  at  East  Grand  Forks  extend  frnu  the  lake 
plain  ground  surface  to  depths  of  about  80  feet,  are  notorious 
throughout  the  Red  River  Valiev  because  of  their  historv  of  problems 
with  both  structure  stability  and  slope  stability.  The  lacustrine 
soils  consist  basically  of  two  units.  The  upper  unit  is  a  laminated 
clay  and  silt,  whereas  the  lower  unit  is  a  moderately  overconsolidated, 
highly  plastic,  dark  grav  clay  with  no  apparent  bedding.  The  lower 
unit  has  high  liquid  limits,  high  natural  water  contents,  and  low  drv 
densities,  and  it  tends  to  form  slickensided  planes  of  failure. 
Experience  indicates  that  the  lower  lacustrine  unit  is  the  maior 
contributor  to  slope  stability  problems  throughout  the  Red  River 
Valley. 

Glacial  deposits  underlie  the  lacustrine  sediments  throughout  the  Red 
River  Valiev.  The  upper  portion  of  these  sediments  has  been  washed  and 
mixed  with  the  lower  lacustrine  sediments.  The  transition  from 
lacustrine  sediments  to  till  is  broad  and  gradual.  The  glacial 
deposits  are  more  stable  than  the  overlying  lacustrine  sediments. 

EXISTING  RIVERBANX  STABILITY  PROBLEMS 

The  rivers  that  have  formed  since  the  drainage  of  glacial  Lake  Agassiz 
have  eroded  into  the  lacustrine  deposits  to  depths  sufficient  to  create 
unstable  or  only  marginally  stable  riverbanks  throughout  the  Red  River 
Valley.  Such  conditions  exist  in  East  Grand  Forks,  where  the  rivers 
have  eroded  about  50  feet  into  the  lacustrine  deposits. 

The  scarp  of  riverbank  slides  is  frequently  located  in  the  secondary 
riverbank  100  to  400  feet  or  more  from  the  edge  of  the  river,  with  the 
toe  in  the  river  near  the  opposite  riverbank.  Because  of  the  depth  of 
the  lacustrine  deposits  and  because  the  slides  may  extend  several 
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hundred  feet  along  the  riverbank,  the  slides  normally  contain  massive 
amounts  of  material.  Fortunately,  rapid  slides  involving  sudden, 
large,  horizontal  and  vertical  displacements  are  not  common.  Normally 
the  slides  develop  slowly,  with  visible  cracks  developing  at  the  scarp 
before  any  apparent  vertical  or  horizontal  displacements  occur. 
Although  ultimate  displacements  may  become  large,  the  displacements 
normally  occur  as  a  series  of  small  movements  spread  over  a  relativelv 
long  period  of  time.  Such  movements  normally  do  not  create  concern 
among  local  interests  until  the  movements  damage  structures  or 
utilities.  When  damage  does  occur,  it  normally  leads  to  costlv, 
intermittent  repairs,  followed  eventually  by  abandonment. 

Failure  of  the  existing  riverbanks  frequently  occurs  without  anv 
apparent  increase  in  riverbank  loading.  The  failures  indicate  that  in 
many  cases  the  stability  of  the  riverbank  is  so  marginal  that  minor 
changes  in  existing  conditions  are  sufficient  to  initiate  failure. 
Such  changes  may  include  changes  in  groundwater  level,  changes  in  the 
water  content  of  the  riverbank  soils,  erosion  in  the  existing  river 
channel,  and  a  lower  than  normal  river  level.  Because  of  the  unstable 
or  marginally  stable  riverbanks,  there  have  been  numerous  cases 
throughout  the  Red  River  Valley  where  sliding  has  been  initiated,  or 
existing  slides  have  been  aggravated,  by  placing  a  relatively  small 
load  on  the  riverbank.  Examples  of  such  loads  are  emergency  levees  or 
other  fills  that  are  placed  either  along  the  top  or  riverward  of  the 
secondary  riverbank.  These  examples  generally  occur  where  the  river 
abuts  the  edge  of  the  meander  belt.  Where  the  river  is  well  within  the 
meander  belt,  greater  loadings  generally  are  required  to  initiate 
failure . 


ENGINEERING  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  LAKE  AGASSIZ  DEPOSITS 

Examination  of  past  slope  failures  has  shown  that  in  almost  all  cases 
the  problems  can  be  traced  to  the  lower  unit  of  the  lacustrine 
deposits.  This  layer  characteristically  has  liquid  limits  that  are 
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generally  greater  than  70  percent,  moisture  contents  generallv  greater 
than  50  percent,  and  is  moderately  overconsolidated. 

Standard  laboratory  shear  tests  of  samples  obtained  from  the  lower 
lacustrine  unit  show  that  the  material  reaches  peak  strength  at  very 
low  (1  to  2  percent)  strain  and  that  a  large  reduction  in  strength 
occurs  at  higher  strains.  This  is  in  contrast  to  the  more  general  case 
where  soil  strengths  tend  to  increase  up  to  10,  15,  or  even  20  percent 
strain.  The  laboratory  shear  strength  of  the  lower  lacustrine  unit  is 
known  to  be  sensitive  to  both  sample  size  and  strain  rate.  The 
laboratory  shear  strength  is  signif icantlv  higher  than  the  shear 
strength  obtained  by  back-calculating  along  known,  in-situ  failure 
surfaces.  Selecting  strength  values  for  the  lower  lacustrine  unit,  as 
well  as  values  for  other  soils  in  the  profile,  requires  consideration 
of  strain  compatibility  of  the  soils,  and  good  judgment  based  on  past 
experience. 


SHEAR  STRENGTH  PARAMETERS 

Many  problems  are  associated  with  determining  realistic  shear  strength 
parameters  for  the  Lake  Agassiz  deposits.  Recently,  the  ultimate  or 
work-softened  strengths  have  been  used  in  selecting  design  parameters. 
The  results  of  this  method  have  not  been  acceptable.  Investigation  of 
existing  slides  indicates  that,  without  exception,  movement  is  confined 
to  an  area  well  riverward  of  where  analyses  suggest  is  most  critical. 
In  addition,  back-calculating  along  an  observed  failure  surface  results 
in  shear  strength  values  considerably  less  than  those  observed  in 
testing.  Therefore,  a  significant  difference  exists  in  the  strength  of 
a  sedimentary  unit  depending  on  whether  it  is  a  failed  or  an  unfailed 
portion  of  this  deposit.  As  a  result  of  this  phenomenon,  a 
differentiation  has  been  made  between  disturbed  and  undisturbed 
deposits.  Disturbed  strengths  were  determined  bv  back-calculating 
along  known  or  estimated  failure  planes  for  each  section.  This  method 
then  uses  the  existing  slope  geometry  as  a  large  in-situ  shear  strength 
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test.  Strengths  for  the  undisturbed  portion  of  the  slooe  were  taken 
from  triaxial  tests  using  the  strain  equilibrium  method.  Analvses 
using  strains  of  2-1/2,  5,  and  10  percent  in  the  undisturbed  portions 
were  performed,  with  the  5  percent  strain  giving  the  best  results. 

STABILITY  ANALYSIS 

Slope  stability  was  analyzed  using  Corps  of  Engineers'  Program  10013 
that  applies  the  method  presented  in  EM  1110-2-1902,  1  April  1970.  The 
end  of  construction  condition  was  evaluated.  The  impervious  nature  of 
the  soils  and  slow  recession  of  floods  minimize  the  chance  of  sudden 
drawdown  failure. 

Stability  analysis  was  performed  immediately  downstream  of  Demers 
Avenue  and  on  both  sides  of  the  Red  Lake  River  immediately  upstream  of 
the  dam.  Location  of  the  flood  barrier  was  determined  by  adjusting  the 
distance  from  the  river  to  determine  an  acceptable  factor  of  safety  in 
terms  of  both  circular  and  generalized  failure  surface  calculations. 
Locations  for  100-year  and  standard  project  flood  protection  levels 
were  found  to  share  nearly  the  same  riverward  toe. 

The  effects  of  unloading  riverward  of  the  flood  barrier  were 
investigated,  with  unloading  having  the  greatest  impact  where  the 
foundation  elevation  is  high.  In  some  areas,  unloading  allows  the 
barrier  to  be  shifted  riverward  50  to  150  feet.  Riverbank  unloading 
will  be  considered  in  future  stability  studies  to  minimize  the  number 
of  homes  and  businesses  to  be  left  outside  the  flood  barrier. 

DETERMINATION  OF  STUDY  ALIGNMENT 

The  flood  barrier  alignment  proposed  in  the  1953  Definite  Proiect 
Report  was  reevaluated  using  current  exploration,  testing,  and 
analytical  knowledge  to  determine  its  stabilitv,  and  was  found  to  be 
unacceptable.  On-site  inspection  verifies  this  conclusion  as  three 
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unstable  areas  are  evident  along  the  proposed  1953  alienment.  further 
evidence  showing  the  inadequacies  of  the  1953  alignment  can  be  obtained 
by  studying  records  of  the  Grand  Forks  levee  svstem,  which  was 
constructed  in  1954.  The  design  of  the  Grand  Forks  levee  is  similar  to 
the  1953  design  of  the  East  Grand  Forks  levee.  During  the  construction 
of  the  Grand  Forks  levee,  a  major  slide  occurred  requiring  a  maior 
a  1 ignment  shift  landward  with  a  substitution  of  floodwall  for  the 
levee.  In  another  area  the  levee  is  1.9  feet  lower  than  the  design 
elevation.  The  reason  for  this  deformation  is  undetermined. 

The  alignment  recommended  is  based  on  the  stability  analysis  performed 
for  this  report.  Setback  distances,  with  satisfactory  factors  of 
safety,  were  determined  for  the  three  cross  sections  and  applied  to 
appropriate  segments  of  the  barrier.  In  areas  of  known  slides, 
additional  setback  distances  were  applied  to  compensate  for  the 
weakened  soils. 


EXISTING  FLOOD  EMERGENCY  LEVEES 

The  stability  analysis  performed  indicates  that  complete  removal  of  the 
existing  levee  material  would  minimize  the  setback  distance.  For  this 
reason,  all  current  and  future  stability  studies  will  assume  that  the 
emergency  fill  will  be  removed.  It  is  anticipated  that  all  material 
removed  from  the  existing  embankment  and  from  areas  of  riverbank 
unloading  will  be  suitable  for  levee  fill  for  new  construction. 

CONSOLIDATION 

Consolidation  data  for  the  Lake  Agassiz  deposits  is  not  currently 
available.  For  that  reason,  no  settlement  analysis  was  prepared  for 
this  report.  Past  experience  has  generally  shown  that  settlement  is 
not  a  serious  problem  along  the  Red  River  of  the  North.  However, 
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consolidation  tests  and  calculations  will  be  programmed  in  the  general 
design  memorandum  (GDM)  phase  to  evaluate  the  impacts  on  utility  lines 
left  under  the  final  levee  alignment. 


SEEPAGE 


The  impervious  nature  of  the  soils  in  the  area  r>rec1udes  seepage 
problems . 


SLOPE  PROTECTION 

Grass  will  protect  levee  slopes  from  erosion.  It  mav  be  necessarv  to 
use  riprap  or  some  other  more  positive  method  around  local  sources  of 
turbulence  such  as  bridges  or  outlets. 

FUTURE  INVESTIGATIONS  AND  STUDIES 

Stability  analysis  thus  far  has  been  limited  to  areas  where  the 
foundation  elevation  is  high.  A  greater  concentration  of  effort  is 
needed  in  these  areas.  An  example  is  where  the  levee  intersects  U.S. 
Highway  2. 

It  can  be  argued  that  much  of  the  soil  profile  used  in  analysis  was 
assigned  shear  strengths  near  the  resistance  value  that  would  be 
obtained  using  a  residual  strength  analysis.  Because  of  the  strain 
incompatibility  of  undisturbed  soils  and  the  presence  of  disturbed 
materials  within  the  embankment,  consideration  should  be  given  to 
pursuing  a  residual  strength  analysis  with  a  reduced  factor  of  safetv. 
Likewise,  reducing  the  normal  required  factors  of  safetv  for  a 
conventional  analysis  should  also  be  considered.  In  areas  where 
significant  bank  unloading  is  used,  the  stability  analysis  should  he 
based  on  effective  stress  design  in  lieu  of  total  stress  design.  In 
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select  areas  of  instability,  full-scale  test-fills  ''levees’'  with  ornner 
monitoring  may  merit  attention  in  the  GDV  phase  or  Murine  prolert 
construction. 

Parametric  studies  should  also  be  performed  in  the  GDV  phase  to 
evaluate  the  impacts  on  factor  of  safetv  for  sliding  in  relation  to  the 
long  (700-foot)  failure  arc  and/or  plane.  The  effects  of  such  factors 
as  side  force  assumptions  and  the  shape  of  the  failure  plane  mav 
significantly  alter  the  apparent  computed  factor  of  safetv. 

As  a  result  of  the  sensitivity  and  the  uncertainties  in  assessing  the 
stability  and  determining  a  final  alignment  of  the  East  Grand  Forks 
levee,  it  is  proposed  to  program  $180,000  in  the  GDM  phase  to  cover 
future  geotechnical  investigations  and  design.  Such  studies  would 
include  drilling,  testing,  analysis,  and  other  parametric  studies  of 
the  math  model  used  to  compute  stability.  Prior  to  the  start  of 
expenditures  for  the  geotechnical  investigation  and  design,  it  is 
proposed  to  convene  a  2-dav  field  trip  for  higher  authority  to  visit 
and  inspect  past  levee  activity  along  the  Red  River  of  the  North.  The 
field  trip  will  provide  considerable  insight  into  thp  bank  instability 
problems  and  the  design  issues  involved  in  planning  high  levees  along 
the  riverbank. 
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INTERIOR  FLOOD  CONTROL 


EXISTING  CONDITIONS 

DESCRIPTION  OF  WATERSHEDS  AND  DRAINAGE  PATTERNS 

The  city  of  East  Grand  Forks  consists  of  two  major  land  areas;  namely, 
the  area  north  of  the  Red  Lake  River  and  the  area  south  of  the  Red  Lake 
River.  Each  of  the  two  major  areas  was  originally  evaluated  for 
several  proposed  plans;  however,  the  area  south  of  the  Red  Lake  River 
was  eliminated  from  further  consideration  because  no  feasible 
structural  plan  could  be  identified.  The  area  north  of  the  Red  Lake 
River  was  divided  into  seven  areas,  with  one  area  further  subdivided. 
Each  of  these  areas  is  delineated  on  plate  D-l  and  further  defined  in 
the  following  paragraphs. 

Area  1  consists  of  the  55.1-acre  area  bounded  by  the  Great  Northern 
Railroad  tracks  on  the  north  and  the  proposed  levee  on  the  west,  south 
and  east.  This  area  is  further  subdivided  as  shown  on  plate  D-l. 
Runoff  from  area  1A  generally  occurs  from  north  to  south  to  the  line  of 
protection.  Area  IB  runoff  flows  along  the  levee  from  the  southeast  to 
the  northwest.  Area  1  is  relatively  flat  with  elevations  ranging  from 
a  high  around  836  along  the  railroad  tracks  to  a  low  of  about  820  along 
the  levee.  Land  use  in  area  1A  is  almost  entirely  residential  while 
area  IB  is  about  60  percent  undeveloped,  with  the  remainder  being  light 
industrial . 

Area  2  includes  the  234.2-acre  area  between  the  Northern  Pacific  and 
Great  Northern  Railroad  tracks,  east  of  high  ground  along  Central 
Avenue  and  west  of  high  ground  near  the  American  Crystal  Sugar  Company 
ponds.  Runoff  ;n  area  2  flows  in  a  southwesterly  direction  and  is 


aided  by  two  storm  sever  systems  which  discharge  to  the  south  into  the 
Red  Lake  River.  Area  2  is  very  flat  with  elevations  varying  from  a 
high  of  about  835  in  the  northeast  corner  to  a  low  of  about  831  in  the 
southwest  corner.  Residential  and  light  industry  are  the  major  land 
uses . 

Area  3  consists  of  the  68.9-acre  area  that  contains  the  main  business 
district  of  East  Grand  Forks.  The  area  is  bounded  by  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  tracks  along  the  northwest  side,  the  proposed  levee 
along  the  southwest  side  and  high  ground  near  Central  Avenue  along  the 
east  side.  Runoff  from  area  3  occurs  in  a  southwesterly  direction  and 
is  aided  by  two  storm  sewer  systems  that  discharge  into  the  Red  River 
of  the  North.  Area  3  slopes  very  gently  to  the  southwest  with 
elevations  ranging  between  about  832  in  the  northeast  corner  and  about 
826  along  the  proposed  levee.  Land  use  consists  entirely  of  commercial 
and  residential  development. 

Area  4  includes  the  20.2-acre  area  bounded  by  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  tracks  to  the  southeast  and  the  proposed  levee  on  the 
southwest.  On  all  other  sides,  the  area  is  delineated  by  high  ground 
and  existing  storm  sewer  systems.  Area  4  runoff  generally  flows  from 
north  to  south  and  is  aided  by  a  storm  sewer  system  that  discharges 
into  the  Red  River  of  the  North.  Elevations  in  the  area  vary  from 
about  826  in  the  north  to  about  821  in  the  south.  All  of  area  4  is 
residentially  developed. 

Area  5  consists  of  the  258.0-acre  area  located  north  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  tracks  and  east  of  the  proposed  levee.  Runoff  from 
area  5  generally  occurs  from  east  to  west  and  is'aided  by  an  existing 
storm  sewer  along  Gateway  Drive  that  discharges  into  the  Red  River  of 
the  North.  Area  5  is  relatively  flat  with  elevations  ranging  from 
about  834  in  the  eastern  portion  to  about  820  along  the  proposed  levee. 
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Land  use  is  predominantly  residential  with  a  small  amount  of  light 
industry  in  the  eastern  portion. 

Area  6  includes  the  463.7-acre  area  bounded  by  high  ground  on  the  west, 
south  and  east  and  the  proposed  levee  on  the  west  and  north.  Area  6 
runoff  flows  from  the  northeast  to  the  southwest  and  is  aided  by  a 
storm  sewer  system  that  discharges  into  the  Red  River  of  the  North  near 
15th  Street  NW.  The  area  is  very  flat  with  elevations  varying  between 
about  834  in  the  northeast  corner  and  about  827  along  the  levee  in  the 
southwest  corner. 

The  Northwest  Development  consists  of  about  215.8  acres  bounded  by  the 
proposed  levee  on  the  south,  west  and  north  and  by  high  ground  along 
Eighth  Avenue  NW  on  the  east.  Runoff  from  the  Northwest  Development 
area  generally  occurs  from  north  to  south  and  is  aided  by  two  extensive 
and  three  small  storm  sewer  systems.  The  Northwest  Development  area  is 
relatively  flat  with  elevations  ranging  from  about  832  in  the  northeast 
corner  to  about  827  along  the  south  levee.  At  present,  land  use  in  the 
area  is  50  percent  residential,  with  the  remaining  portion  being  either 
open  or  agricultural. 

PONDING  AREAS 

There  is  one  potential  ponding  site  available.  Sherlock  Park,  in  area 
5,  will  be  used  as  a  temporary  ponding  area.  About  43.0  acre-feet  of 
storage  is  available  below  the  apparent  zero  damage  elevation  of  818.0. 

FUTURE  DEVELOPMENT 

According  to  a  development  plan  supplied  by  the  city  of  East  Grand 
Forks,  all  undeveloped  areas,  other  than  those  specifically  set  aside 
as  parks,  playgrounds,  etc.,  will  be  developed  during  the  next  50 
years.  For  areas  2  and  5,  the  remaining  open  areas  will  be  developed 
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with  light  industry.  Any  remaining  undeveloped  areas  in  the  north  and 
east  portions  of  area  6  and  the  Northwest  Development  will  be 
re s ident  ia 1 ly  developed.  Much,  if  not  all,  of  the  commercial  and 
industrial  development  will  be  agriculture  support  businesses. 
Agriculture  support  development,  such  as  implement  dealers, 
manufacturing  firms,  etc.,  is  generally  not  as  dense  and  impervious  as 
regular  commercial  and  industrial  development;  therefore,  runoff  will 
not  be  as  high  as  usually  expected  from  commercial  and  industrial 
deve lopment . 

ELEVATION-DAMAGE  RELATIONSHIPS 

For  the  purpose  of  defining  flood  damages  from  interior  runoff,  an 
elevation-damage  curve  was  developed  for  each  of  the  eight  interior 
watersheds  shown  on  plate  D-l.  The  curves,  as  shown  on  plates  D-3 
through  D-6,  are  based  on  October  1983  price  levels  and  conditions. 
The  zero  damage  elevations  for  each  area  is  as  follows: 

Area 
1A 
IB 
2 

3 

4 
3 
6 

NW 

RAINFALL  DATA 

The  1-,  2-,  3-,  6-,  1 2— ,  24-,  48-,  and  96-hour  duration  rainfall  depths 
for  the  100-,  50-,  20-,  10-,  4-,  2-  and  1-percent  exceedence  frequency 
and  standard  project  storms  at  East  Grand  Forks  were  obtained  from  the 


National  Weather  Service  Technical  Reports  Nos.  40  and  49,  "Rainfall 
Frequency  Atlas  of  the  United  States"  (references  a  and  b)*.  Rainfall- 
depth-duration-frequency  relations  were  determined  from  these  data  and 
are  presented  on  plates  D-8  and  D-9.  The  standard  project  storm  for 
the  East  Grand  Forks  area  was  developed  in  accordance  with  criteria 
presented  in  EM  1110-2-1411  (reference  c)  and  is  also  shown  on  plate  D- 
8.  Accumulated  96-hour  hypothetical  rainfall  amounts  and  incremental 
rainfall  amounts  for  the  50-,  20-,  2-  and  1-percent  storms  are 

presented  in  tables  D-l  and  D-2. 

UNIT  HYDROGRAPHS 

Unit  hydrographs  for  the  interior  watersheds  were  developed  using  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS)  method  in  the  HEC-1  computer  program. 
The  watershed  characteristics  required  to  generate  these  unit 
hydrographs  are  shown  in  table  D-3.  Surface  cover,  watershed  length 
and  slope  were  obtained  from  USGS  quad  sheets  and  detailed  topography 
of  the  area.  Lag  time  (L)  was  calculated  using  the  following  formula 
found  in  SCS  Technical  Release  (TR)  No.  55  (reference  d)  as  equation 
3-2: 


L  =.l0,8(S  +  l)0-7 


1900  Y0’5 


*A11  references  appear  in  the  final  section  of  the  supporting  documen¬ 
tation. 
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where  : 


L  =  lag  in  hours 

J {  =  hydraulic  length  of  watershed  in  feet 

S  =  -  10  (CN  is  the  SCS  curve  number) 

Y  =  average  watershed  land  slope  in  percent 

Curve  numbers  were  obtained  from  table  2-2  in  TR-55  and  adjusted  to 
high  antecedent  moisture  conditions  (AMC  III). 

RUNOFF  HYDROGRAPHS 

Runoff  hydrographs  for  each  of  the  8  watersheds  were  generated  using 
the  SCS  method  in  the  HEC-1  computer  program.  First,  the  program  takes 
the  hypothetical  hyetographs  and  develops  rainfall  excess  hyetographs 
by  applying  the  selected  losses.  Losses  were  determined  using  a 
function  based  on  the  SCS  curve  number.  The  runoff  hydrographs  are 
then  obtained  by  applying  the  rainfall  excess  hyetographs  to  the  unit 
hydrographs  described  in  the  preceding  paragraph.  Runoff  hydrographs 
were  developed  for  the  50—,  20-,  2-  and  1-percent  hypothetical  storms. 

SEEPAGE 

Because  of  the  very  high  clay  content  of  the  foundation  materials  and 
the  extremely  low  permeability  of  the  clay,  seepage  is  considered  to  be 
negligible. 


D-6 


INTERIOR  FLOOD  CONTROL  PLANS 


GENERAL 

For  the  area  north  of  the  Red  Lake  River,  the  required  interior  flood 
control  facilities  consist  of  four  gravity  outlets,  a  ponding  area, 
three  pumping  stations  and  seven  intercepting  storm  sewer  sections. 
The  locations  of  the  proposed  interior  flood  control  facilities,  such 
as  gravity  outlets,  intercepting  storm  sewers,  etc.,  required  are  shown 
on  plate  D-2  and  defined  in  table  D-4. 

DESIGNATED  PONDING  AREAS 

The  designated  ponding  area  for  area  5  is  shown  on  plate  D-2  and  is 
defined  in  the  Ponding  Areas  paragraph  on  page  D-3.  The  location, 
estimated  surface  area  in  acres  and  estimated  storage  in  acre-feet  for 
the  ponding  area  are  shown  in  table  D-4. 

PUMPING  STATIONS 

As  shown  on  plate  D-2,  pumping  stations  required  for  removal  of  storm¬ 
water  would  be  located  in  areas  1A,  3  and  Northwest  Development. 

Pumping  station  1A  would  be  located  along  the  proposed  levee  west  of 
Central  Avenue.  Pumping  station  3  would  be  located  along  the  proposed 
floodwall  north  of  Demers  Avenue.  Pumping  station  Northwest 
Development  would  be  located  along  the  proposed  levee  just  southwest  of 
the  intersection  of  River  Road,  17th  Street  NW  and  12th  Avenue  NW.  The 
required  capacity  for  each  of  the  pumping  stations  is  shown  in  table 
D-4.  All  pumping  stations  would  discharge  over  the  top  of  the  levee  or 
floodwall  into  the  gate  well  of  the  adjacent  gravity  outlet.  Criteria 
for  design  of  the  pumping  stations  are  presented  on  page  D-8. 


PLAN  OF  OPERATION 


During  low  river  gravity  flow  conditions,  the  sluice  gates  at  outlets 
1A,  3,  5  and  Northwest  Development  would  be  open.  Runoff  from  areas  IB 
and  2  would  be  carried  to  outlet  1A  by  the  78-inch  RCP  intercepting 
storm  sewer.  A  36-  and  42-inch  RCP  (reinforced  concrete  pipe) 
intercepting  storm  sewer  located  along  the  inside  toe  of  the  proposed 
levee  west  of  Central  Avenue  would  carry  runoff  from  a  low  point  in 
area  1A  to  outlet  1A.  The  combined  runoff  from  areas  1A,  IB  and  2 
would  discharge  into  the  Red  Lake  River  through  outlet  1A.  Two 
separate  intercepting  storm  sewers,  one  a  42-inch  RCP  and  the  other  a 
66-inch  RCP,  carry  runoff  from  area  4  and  an  existing  storm  sewer  in 
area  3,  respectively,  to  outlet  3.  The  combined  runoff  from  areas  3 
and  4  would  discharge  into  the  Red  River  of  the  North  through  outlet  3. 
Runoff  from  area  5  would  flow  overland  and  through  an  existing  storm 
sewer  into  the  proposed  ponding  area  in  Sherlock  Park.  From  the 
ponding  area,  the  runoff  would  discharge  into  the  Red  River  of  the 
North  through  outlet  5.  A  96-itich  RCP  intercepting  storm  sewer  would 
carry  runoff  from  area  6  to  the  Northwest  Development  outlet.  In  the 
Northwest  Development  area,  runoff  would  flow  to  the  Northwest 
Development  outlet  in  a  60-inch  RCP  intercepting  storm  sewer  located 
along  the  inside  toe  of  the  proposed  levee  next  to  the  Red  River  of  the 
North.  The  combined  runoff  from  area  6  and  the  Northwest  Development 
area  would  discharge  into  the  Red  River  of  the  North  through  the 
Northwest  Development  outlet. 

During  flood  periods  when  the  Red  River  of  the  North  and  the  Red  Lake 
River  rise,  the  sluice  gates  at  outlets  1A,  3,  5  and  Northwest 

Development  would  be  closed.  The  gates  at  the  entrance  to  pumping 
stations  1A,  3  and  Northwest  Development  would  be  opened  and  the  pumps 
activated.  In  area  5,  runoff  would  be  stored  n  the  ponding  area  in 
Sherlock  Park. 


Should  the  interior  water  level  (pond  level)  rise  1  foot  or  more  above 
the  current  river  stage,  the  gravity  outlets  would  be  temporarily 
opened.  When  the  interior  pond  level  receded  to  the  same  level  as  the 
river,  the  gravity  outlets  would  then  be  closed. 

DESIGH  CRITERIA 

DESIGN  OF  INTERCEPTORS  AND  GRAVITY  OUTLETS 

Gravity  outlets  and  interceptors  for  the  East  Grand  Forks  area  are 
designed  for  the  1-percent  chance  rainfall  event.  Procedures  outlined 
in  EM  1110-345-283  and  TM  5-820-4  (references  e  and  f)  provide  the 
basis  for  the  hydraulic  design  of  the  interceptors  and  gravity  outlets. 
The  interceptors  and  gravity  outlets  are  to  be  reinforced-concrete  pipe 
with  their  design  based  on  a  Manning's  "n"  of  0.014.  Kg  is  assumed  to 
be  0.2  for  manhole  entrances  and  0.5  for  both  concrete  headwall 
entrances  and  flared-end  sections.  The  outlets  would  be  furnished  with 
safety  guards  at  inlet  and  outlet  ends  to  improve  safety  and  reduce 
debris  deposition  in  pipes.  All  gravity  outlets  would  be  equipped  with 
a  sluice  gate(s)  in  the  gate  well  at  the  flood  barrier.  Supplemental 
emergency  gates  on  gravity  outlets  would  be  provided  if  necessary. 

PUMPING  REQUIREMENTS 

The  capacity  of  the  pumping  station  is  based  on  the  expected  peak 
runoff  from  a  20-percent  rainfall  event  coincident  with  Red  River  of 
the  North  and  Red  Lake  River  flood  stages.  Although  this  provides  a 
conservative  design,  a  20-percent  rainfall  event  was  used  until  an 
economic  formulation  can  be  done  in  future  design  studies.  If  ponding 
is  available,  the  capacity  of  the  pumping  station  is  adjusted 
accordingly.  As  stated  earlier  on  page  D-5,  seepage  is  considered  to 
be  negligible.  Pumping  stations  are  to  be  designed  in  accordance  with 
EM  1110-2-3101,  EM  1110-2-3102  and  EM  1110-2-3105  (references  g,  h  and 
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i).  Minimum  dimensions  and  layout  of  the  pumping  stations  should  be 
based  on  the  appropriate  sump  dimension  chart  presented  in  the 
Hydraulic  Institute  Standards  (reference  j). 

FUTURE  STUDIES 

During  design  studies,  the  interior  flood  control  facilities  required 
for  the  selected  plan  will  be  refined.  Detailed  information  about 
existing  storm  and  sanitary  sewers  will  be  acquired  from  the  city  of 
East  Grand  Forks.  Storage  routings  will  be  performed  to  determine  the 
optimum  size  for  the  gravity  outlets  and  interceptors.  An  elevation 
(stage)-durat ion  curve  will  be  developed  for  the  Red  River  of  the  North 
and  Red  Lake  River.  This  curve  will  be  used  in  conjunction  with  a 
probabilistic  rainfall-streamf low  analysis  that  will  be  performed  to 
determine  the  most  cost  effective  size  of  pumping  stations.  The 
damage-elevation  relationships  included  in  this  report  will  also  be 
used  in  this  analysis.  Also  to  be  considered  during  future  studies 
will  be  the  possibility  of  adding  or  eliminating  gravity  outlets  and 
combining  pumping  stations  via  intercepting  stem  sewers. 
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d.  Soil  Conservation  Service  Technical  Release  No.  55,  "Urban 
Hydrology  for  Small  Watersheds,"  January  1975. 
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m.  TM  5-820-1,  "Drainage  and  Erosion  Control,  Surface  Drainage 
Facilities  for  Airfields  and  Heliports." 

n.  "Hydraulic  Charts  for  the  Selection  of  Highway  Culverts," 
Hydraulic  Circular  No.  5,  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal 
Highway  Administration,  April  1977. 
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Table  D-1  -  Accumulated  96-Hour  Hypothetical  Rainfall  Amounts 
Rainfall 
Duration 

in  Hours  Rainfall  Frequency  in  Percent 


and  Minutes 

50 

20 

2 

1 

0  10 

0.55 

0.75 

1.18 

1.30 

0  20 

0.77 

1.07 

1.70 

1.98 

0  30 

0.87 

1.25 

2.06 

2.29 

0  40 

0.94 

1.38 

2.29 

2.53 

0  50 

1.00 

1.47 

2.48 

2.74 

1  00 

1.06 

1.56 

2.65 

2.96 

1  10 

1.08 

1.58 

2.67 

2.99 

1  20 

1.09 

1.60 

2.69 

3.02 

1  30 

1 . 10 

1.61 

2.71 

3.04 

1  40 

1.12 

1.63 

2.76 

3.09 

1  50 

1.14 

1.67 

2.81 

3.14 

2  00 

1.15 

1.68 

2.85 

3.18 

2  10 

1.17 

1.72 

2.88 

3.22 

2  20 

1.19 

1.75 

2.91 

3.26 

2  30 

1.20 

1.78 

2.93 

3-30 

2  40 

1.22 

1.80 

2.97 

3-34 

2  50 

1 .24 

1.82 

3.01 

3.38 

3  00 

1.25 

1.83 

3.05 

3.41 

3  10 

1.27 

1.86 

3.09 

3.46 

3  20 

1.29 

1.88 

3.13 

3.50 

3  30 

1.30 

1.90 

3.16 

3.54 

3  40 

1.32 

1.93 

3.19 

3.58 

3  50 

1.33 

1.95 

3.22 

3.61 

4  00 

1.34 

1.97 

3.25 

3.64 

4  10 

1.36 

1.99 

3.28 

3.67 

4  20 

1.38 

2.01 

3.31 

3.70 

4  30 

1.39 

2.02 

3.33 

3-73 

4  40 

1.40 

2.04 

3.36 

3.76 

4  50 

1.41 

2.06 

3.39 

3.79 

5  00 

1.42 

2.07 

3.41 

3.82 

5  10 

1.44 

2.09 

3.44 

3.85 

5  20 

1.46 

2.11 

3.46 

3.38 

5  30 

1.47 

2.13 

3.43 

3.90 

5  40 

1.48 

2.14 

3.51 

3.93 

5  50 

1.49 

2.15 

3.54 

3.96 

6  00 

1.50 

2.16 

3.57 

3.98 

12  00 

1 .72 

2.46 

4.03 

4.49 

18  00 

1.84 

2.62 

4.30 

4.79 

24  00 

1.94 

2.76 

4.50 

5.00 

48  00 

2.24 

3.22 

5.35 

5.90 

72  00 

2.42 

3.50 

5.80 

6.45 

96  00 

2.60 

3.74 

6.20 

6.90 

Table  D-2  -  Incremental  Rainfall  Amounts 


Rainfall 
Distribution 
in  Hours 
and  Minutes 

Rainfall  Frequency  in  Percent 
50  20  2 

1 

Rainfall 

by 

10- 

-minute 

increments  during  maximum  6-hour  accumulation 

Hr.  Min. 

- 

Hr 

.  Min. 

0  00 

- 

0 

10 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

0  10 

- 

0 

20 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

0  20 

- 

0 

30 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0  30 

- 

0 

40 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0  40 

- 

0 

50 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.03 

0  50 

- 

1 

00 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.03 

1  00 

- 

1 

10 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.03 

1  10 

- 

1 

20 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.03 

1  20 

- 

1 

30 

0.02 

0.02 

0.03 

0.03 

1  30 

- 

1 

40 

0.02 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

1  40 

- 

1 

50 

0.02 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

1  50 

- 

2 

00 

0.02 

0.02 

0.04 

0.04 

2  00 

- 

2 

10 

0.02 

0.02 

0.04 

0.04 

2  10 

- 

2 

20 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

0.04 

2  20 

- 

2 

30 

0.02 

0.03 

0.05 

0.05 

2  30 

- 

2 

40 

0.06 

0.09 

0.17 

0.21 

2  40 

- 

2 

50 

0.07 

0.13 

0.23 

0.24 

2  50 

- 

3 

00 

0.22 

0.32 

0.52 

0.68 

3  00 

- 

3 

10 

0.55 

0.75 

1.18 

1.30 

3  10 

- 

3 

20 

0.70 

0. 18 

0.36 

0.31 

3  20 

- 

3 

30 

0.06 

0.09 

0.19 

0.22 

3  30 

- 

3 

40 

0.02 

0.04 

0.05 

0.05 

3  40 

- 

3 

50 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

0.05 

3  50 

- 

4 

00 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

0.04 

4  00 

- 

4 

10 

0.02 

0.02 

0.04 

0.04 

4  10 

- 

4 

20 

0.02 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

4  20 

- 

4 

30 

0.02 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

4  30 

- 

4 

40 

0.02 

0.02 

0.03 

0.03 

4  40 

- 

4 

50 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.03 

4  50 

- 

5 

00 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.03 

5  00 

- 

5 

10 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.03 

5  10 

- 

5 

20 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.03 

5  20 

- 

5 

30 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

5  30 

- 

5 

40 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

5  40 

- 

5 

50 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

5  50 

- 

6 

00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

Rainfal 1 

by 

6-hour  increments  during  maximum  24-hour  accumulation 

0  00 

- 

6 

00 

1.50 

2.16 

3.57 

3.98 

6  00 

- 

12 

00 

0.22 

0.30 

0.46 

0.51 

12  00 

- 

18 

00 

0.12 

0.16 

0.27 

0.30 

18  00 

- 

24 

00 

0.10 

0.14 

0.20 

0.21 

Rainfall 

by 

24- 

■hour  increments  during  maximum  96-hour  accumulation 

0  00 

- 

24 

00 

1.94 

2.76 

4.50 

5.00 

24  00 

- 

48 

00 

0.30 

0.46 

0.85 

0.90 

48  00 

- 

72 

00 

0.18 

0.28 

0.45 

0.55 

72  00 

- 

96 

00 

0.18 

0.24 

0.40 

0.45 
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Table  D-3  -  Interior  Watershed  Characteristics 


Section 

Area 

Acres  Sq.  Mi. 

Average 

Watershed 

Slope 

in  Percent 

Watershed 

Length 

Feet 

Lag 

Time 

L-Hours 

Ratio 

Impervious 

3CS 

Cur\ 

Numt 

CN 

1 A 

40.4 

0.063 

0.80 

1  ,500 

0.30 

0.35 

93 

IB 

14.7 

0.023 

0.12 

1,300 

0.79 

0.15 

90 

2 

234.2 

0.366 

0.10 

4,000 

1.88 

0.35 

93 

3 

63.9 

0.108 

0.24 

2,500 

0.76 

0.55 

95 

4 

20.2 

0.03  2 

0.12 

1,400 

0.74 

0.35 

93 

5 

258.0 

0.403 

0.22 

6,200 

1.88 

0.30 

92 

6 

463.7 

0.725 

0. 12 

5,700 

2.27 

0.35 

93 

NW 

215.8 

0.337 

0.13 

4  ,000 

1.72 

0.30 

92 
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Table  D-4  -  Required  Interior  Flood  Control  Facilities 
Area  North  of  the  Red  Lake  River 


Gravity  Outlets 


Location 

Design 
Capacity 
in  cfs 

Size  and  Tvoe 

Approx ima  te 
Length 
in  feet 

Central  Avenue 

(la)* 

250 

84"  RCP 

400 

Demers  Avenue 

(3) 

189 

72"  RCP 

400 

10th  Street  NW 

(5) 

85 

60"  RCP 

1,500 

NW  Development 

(NW) 

603 

2-84"  RCP 

500 

I n  t  ercepting 

Storm  Sewers 

IB  and  2  to  Outlet  1A 

242 

78"  RCP 

1,900 

1A  to  Outlet  1A 

31 

36"  RCP 

400 

1A  to  Outlet  1A 

38 

42"  RCP 

450 

4  to  Outlet  3 

42 

42"  RCP 

550 

3  to  Outlet  3 

147 

66"  RCP 

600 

6  to  Outlet  NW 

378 

96"  RCP 

1,700 

NW  to  Outlet  NW 

118 

60"  RCP 

2,700 

Ponding  Area 


Location 

Estimated  Surface 
Area  in  acres 

Estimated  Storage 
in  acre-feet 

Sherlock  Park 

16.1 

43.0 

Location 

Pumping  Stations 

Design  Capacity 
in  cfs 

Required  Capacity 
in  gpm _ _ _ 

Central  Avenue 

(1A) 

138 

62,000 

Demers  Avenue 

(3) 

107 

48,000 

NW  Development 

(NW) 

329 

148,000 

♦Numbers  and/or  letters  in  parentheses  represent  the  area  in  which 
these  features  are  incorporated. 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MINNESOTA 
GENERAL  REEVALUATION 


SUPPORTING  DOCUMENTATION 
DESIGN  AND  COST 

DESIGN 

The  recommended  plan  consists  of  earth  levees,  floodwalls,  road  and 
railroad  closure  structures,  temporary  freeboard  barriers,  and  an 
interior  drainage  system.  The  project  alignment  and  features  are  shown 
on  the  plates  at  the  end  of  this  section. 

COST  ESTIMATE 

Estimated  costs  in  this  supporting  documentation  are  based  on  unit 
prices  adjusted  to  reflect  average  bid  prices  received  on  comparable 
work  done  by  the  St.  Paul  District. 

The  estimated  first  costs  for  the  NED  plan  are  given  in  the  following 
table.  The  costs  are  at  January  1984  price  levels. 


Engineering  Cost  Estimate  for  Levee/Floodwall  and  Related 


Components  Nortn  of  the  Red  Lake  River 


Feature 

Unit 

Quantity 

Unit  Price 

Total 

Federal  Costs 

22,440,000 

Levees  and  Floodwalls 

$6,055,000 

Levees 

(842,000) 

Clearing 

Acre 

8 

1 ,100.00 

8,800 

Stripping 

C.Y. 

20,400 

2.75 

56,100 

Inspection  Trench 

C.Y. 

40,700 

4.40 

179,080 

Embankment 

C.Y. 

273,800 

1.30 

355,940 

Topsoil 

C.Y. 

14,300 

5.50 

78,650 

Seeding 

Acre 

26 

880.00 

22,880 

Contingencies 

140,550 

Bank  Unloading 

(472,000) 

Excavation 

C.Y. 

178,300 

1.65 

294,195 

Fill 

C.Y. 

16,300 

1.00 

16,300 

Stripping 

C.Y. 

9,400 

2.75 

25,850 

Topsoil 

C.Y. 

7,920 

5.50 

43,560 

Seeding 

Acre 

15 

880.00 

13,200 

Contingencies 

78,895 

Emergency  Levee  Removal 

(348,000) 

Excavation 

C.Y. 

127,000 

1.65 

209,550 

Stripping 

C.Y. 

10,800 

2.75 

29,700 

Topsoil 

C.Y. 

7,200 

5.50 

39,600 

Seeding 

Acre 

13 

880.00 

11,440 

Contingencies 

57,710 

Floodwalls 

(3,455,000) 

5  Feet  High 

L.F. 

200 

320.00 

64,000 

7  Feet  High 

L.F. 

670 

400.00 

268,000 

9  Feet  High 

L.F. 

410 

540.00 

226,800 

10  Feet  High 

L.F. 

140 

600.00 

84,000 

1 1  Feet  High 

L.F. 

160 

740.00 

118,400 

13  Feet  High 

L.F. 

450 

360.00 

387,000 

14  Feet  High 

L.F. 

180 

920.00 

1 65 , 600 

15  Feet  High 

L.F. 

740 

980.00 

725,200 

16  Feet  High 

L.F. 

800 

1,040.00 

332,000 

Contingencies 

574,000 

Closure  Structures 

(749,000) 

40x7'  High  (Street) 

Job 

Sum 

ft«« 

36,000 

40x16' 

Job 

Sum 

ftftft 

172,000 

50x6 ' 

Job 

Sura 

*«* 

67,000 

40x12' 

Job 

Sum 

ft  ft  * 

146,000 

40x8' 

Job 

Sum 

ftftft 

43,000 

40x8'  High  (RR) 

Job 

Sum 

ftftft 

43,000 

40x7'  High  (Street) 

Job 

Sum 

ftftft 

36,000 

90x7'  High  (RR) 

Job 

Sum 

ftftft 

81,000 

Contingencies 

125,000 
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Engineering  Ccst  Estimate  for  Levee/Floodwall  and  Related 


Components  Nortn  of  the  Red  Lake  River  (Continued) 


Feature 

Unit 

Quantity 

Unit  Price 

Total 

Levees  and  Floodwalls  (Continued) 

Road  Raises 

(199,000) 

Gravel  Road  Raise  1.5' 

L.F. 

1,900 

30.00 

57,000 

Gravel  Road  Raise  1.0' 

L.F. 

1,250 

22.00 

27,500 

Gravel  Road  Raise  1.0' 

L.F. 

3,700 

22.00 

81,400 

Contingencies 

33,100 

Drainage  Facilities 

$5,315,000 

Central  Avenue 

(1,345,980) 

84"  Gatewell 

Job 

Sum 

»** 

38,500 

84"  Sluice  Gate 

Each 

1 

30,000.00 

30,000 

Pumping  Station  (62,000  GPM) 

Job 

Sum 

462,000 

84"  R.C.P. 

L.F. 

400 

235.00 

94,000 

78"  R.C.P. 

L.F. 

1,900 

220.00 

418,000 

42"  R.C.P. 

L.F. 

450 

115.00 

51,750 

36"  R.C.P. 

L.F. 

400 

71.00 

28,400 

Contingencies 

223,330 

DeMers  Avenue 

(792,000) 

72"  Gatewell 

Job 

Sum 

HI 

33,000 

72"  Sluice  Gate 

Each 

1 

22,000.00 

22,000 

Pumping  Station  (48,000  GPM) 

Job 

Sum 

«»» 

352,000 

72"  R.C.P. 

L.F. 

400 

200.00 

80,000 

42"  R.C.P. 

L.F. 

550 

115.00 

63,250 

66”  R.C.P. 

L.F. 

600 

185.00 

111,000 

Contingencies 

130,750 

10th  Street  Northwest 

(305,400) 

60"  Gatewell 

Job 

Sum 

### 

22,000 

60"  Sluice  Gate 

Each 

1 

15,400.00 

15,400 

60"  R.C.P. 

L.F. 

1,500 

145.00 

217,500 

Contingencies 

50,500 

Northwest  Development 

(2,871,620) 

84"  Gatewell  (Twin) 

Job 

Sum 

tttt* 

49,500 

84"  Sluice  Gate 

Each 

2 

30,000.00 

60,000 

Pumping  Station  (148,000  GPM) 

Job 

Sum 

«** 

1,083,500 

84"  R.C.P.  (Twin  -  500'  each) 

L.F. 

1,000 

235.00 

235,000 

96"  R.C.P. 

L.F. 

1,700 

275.00 

467,500 

66"  R.C.P. 

L.F. 

2,700 

185.00 

499,500 

Contingencies 

476,620 
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Engineering  Cost  Estimate  for  Levee/Floodwall  and  Related 


Components  North  of 

the  Red  Lake  River 

(Continued) 

Feature 

Unit 

Quantity 

Unit  Price 

Total 

Utilities 

$1,385,000 

Waterlines 

(336,000 

6"  Pipe 

L.F. 

5,350 

33.00 

176,550 

10"  Pipe 

L.F. 

1,000 

40.00 

40,000 

Checkvalves  (Including  Manholes) 

6" 

Each 

8 

1,980.00 

15,840 

8" 

Each 

2 

2,200.00 

4,400 

10" 

Each 

2 

2,750.00 

5,500 

12" 

Each 

5 

2,970.00 

14,850 

16" 

Each 

1 

5,170.00 

5,170 

18" 

Each 

1 

6,270.00 

6,270 

Contingencies 

67  ,420 

Sanitary  Sewer  Lines 

(1,049,000 

Manholes 

Each 

22 

1,760.00 

38,720 

8"  P.V.C. 

L.F. 

3,100 

41.00 

127,100 

12"  P.V.C. 

L.F. 

900 

42.00 

37,800 

15"  P.V.C. 

L.F. 

3,600 

43.00 

154,800 

21"  P.V.C. 

L.F. 

600 

47.00 

28,200 

30"  Force  Mains 

L.F. 

700 

50.00 

35,000 

16"  Force  Mains 

L.F. 

500 

22.00 

11,000 

4"  Force  Mains 

L.F. 

500 

22.00 

11,000 

Gate  Valves  (Including  Manholes) 

30" 

Each 

2 

9,460.00 

18,920 

16" 

Each 

1 

5,940.00 

5,940 

Three  Lift  Stations 

Job 

Sum 

«*• 

325,500 

Plug  Existing  Lines 

Job 

Sum 

46,750 

Contingencies 

208,270 

Total  Construction  Costs 

11,820,000 

Engineering  and  Design 

1,467,000 

Supervision  and  Administration 

938,000 

Recreation  Facilities 

215,000 

(See  breakdown  in  Recreation  Supporting 

Documentation) 

Real  Estate 

8,000,000 

(See  breakdown  in  Real  Estate  Supporting  Document. 

^tion) 

8,000,000 


FUTURE  STUDIES 


The  following  items  will  be  studied  in  greater  detail  during  the 
General  Design  studies. 

o  Architectural,  mechanical,  electrical,  and  structural  design  for 
the  pumping  stations  and  structural  design  for  the  floodwalls  and 
closure  structures.  Supporting  information  such  as  design 
criteria,  loading  conditions,  soil  parameters,  structural 
materials,  and  typical  design  computations  will  be  included. 

o  The  alignment  of  existing  storm  sewers,  sanitary  sewers,  water 
lines,  gas  lines,  and  power  lines  will  be  obtained  from  the  city  of 
East  Grand  Forks.  A  more  refined  analysis  will  be  made  to 
determine  the  types  of  modifications  required  to  the  existing 
utilities. 

o  Commercial  structures  will  be  analyzed  on  an  individual  basis  to 
determine  which,  if  any,  can  be  floodproofed. 
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SUPPORTING  DOCUMENTATION 
ECONOMIC  ANALYSIS 


INTRODUCTION 

This  supporting  documentation  describes  the  benefits  and  costs  of  the 
recommended  flood  control  project  at  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota.  The 
plan  includes  a  levee  and  acquisition  measures  protecting  the  area  of 
the  city  north  of  the  Red  Lake  River.  The  levee  would  be  built  to  the 
230-year  level  of  protection  (0.43  percent  chance  flood)  and 
acquisition  would  include  107  residences  and  businesses  located  between 
the  river  and  the  levee.  The  following  economic  assumptions  were  used 
in  this  analysis:  a  100-year  life,  a  base  year  date  of  1990,  discount 
rates  of  3-1/4  and  8-1/8  percent,  October  1983  prices,  and  the  base¬ 
line  hydraulic  and  economic  condition  of  no  credit  given  to  the 
emergency  levee.  A  sensitivity  analysis  is  presented  in  the  supporting 
documentation  which  includes  an  emergency  levee  analysis,  a  depth 
damage  analysis,  a  break-even  analysis,  and  an  optimum  benefit 
analysis.  It  also  lists  the  potential  damages  for  different  flood 
events. 

Two  levees  are  analyzed  in  this  report,  one  protecting  the  area  north 
and  the  other  protecting  the  area  south  of  the  Red  Lake  River. 
Standard  project  flood  (SPF)  protection  and  100-year  flood  protection 
were  analyzed  for  each  area.  Protection  was  also  optimized  to  yield 
the  national  economic  development  (NED)  plan. 

The  levee  in  the  area  south  of  the  Red  Lake  River  was  not  feasible, 
primarily  because  it  cannot  be  constructed  close  enough  to  the  river  to 
protect  the  most  frequently  flooded  structures  and  because  several 
higher  valued  structures  would  have  to  be  acquired  for  the  levee. 
Permanent  evacuation  of  some  structures  in  this  area  did  prove  to  be 
economically  feasible,  as  did  permanent  evacuation  of  those  structures 


in  the  northern  reach  between  the  river  and  the  levee.  The  city  was 
not  interested  in  acquiring  any  property  in  the  southern  reach  as  part 
of  the  total  plan. 

Damage- frequency  curves  for  each  plan  were  drawn  using  the  water 
surface  profile  from  the  1984  HEC-2  runs  and  from  flood  damages 
determined  by  a  field  survey  of  the  structures.  The  water  surface 
profiles  assume  the  East  Grand  Forks  emergency  levee  is  in  place 
without  the  project.  The  water  surface  profile  would  drop  with  the 
project  in  place  and  the  emergency  levees  removed  because  the  permanent 
levee  is  farther  from  the  river.  This  drop  in  water  surface  elevation 
would  be  approximately  6  inches  for  the  100-year  flood. 

Flood  damages  for  the  study  area  have  been  estimated  using  a  data  base 
collected  from  1 9 8 1  to  1  984.  This  information  was  collected  by 
inventory,  interview,  and  survey.  An  inventory  of  all  floodplain 
structures  in  East  Grand  Forks  was  compiled  in  1981.  Building 
valuations,  ground  surface  elevations,  and  first-floor  elevations  were 
recorded  at  that  time.  This  information  was  then  used  with  the  St. 
Paul  District  depth-damage  computer  program  to  determine  damages  at 
various  elevations. 

Commercial,  industrial,  and  public  damages  in  East  Grand  Forks  were 
evaluated  through  direct  interview  with  commercial  and  industrial 
establishments  and  city  officials.  Damages  were  determined  at  several 
elevations  on  each  structure,  and  cumulative  damages  were  associated 
with  each  flood  depth. 


REACH  DELINEATION 

For  this  analysis,  East  Grand  Forks  was  divided  into  two  economic 
reaches.  The  north  reach  is  the  area  north  of  the  Red  Lake  River.  The 
northern  portion  of  this  reach  is  primarily  a  residential  area  which 
has  no  emergency  levee  protection  and  receives  some  basement  flooding 
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at  the  5-year  flood  level.  The  southern  portion  of  this  reach  is  now 
located  behind  the  emergency  levee  and  receives  damages  to  residences 
and  to  commercial,  industrial,  and  public  structures.  Without  the 
emergency  levee,  the  area  would  receive  damages  during  the  3-year 
flood.  The  south  reach,  or  "The  Point"  reach,  is  located  south  of  the 
Red  Lake  River.  This  area  contains  mainly  residential  structures,  but 
also  some  commercial  and  public  structures.  Some  basements  are  flooded 
during  the  7-year  flood. 

FLOOD  DAMAGES 

Damageable  property  in  East  Grand  Forks  can  be  designated  as  properties 
found  inside,  under,  and  outside  of  the  proposed  levee  alignment.  The 
damageable  property  inside  the  levee  would  be  protected  by  the  levee. 
Damageable  property  under  the  proposed  levee  would  have  to  be  acquired 
with  the  project,  and  damageable  property  outside  of  the  levee  would 
have  to  be  protected  by  a  nonstructural  measure.  The  following  table 
allocates  damages  from  several  potential  flood  events.  Damages  are 
divided  into  two  categories,  residential  and  commercial.  Commercial 
damages  also  include  industrial  damages  and  damages  to  public 
properties. 
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77,000  15,535,000  31,381,000  47,213,000  90,379,000  198,493,000 


NUMBER  OF  RESIDENTIAL  AND  COMMERCIAL  UNITS 


The  500-year  floodplain  contains  2,477  units.  The  alignment  would 
protect  1,655  of  them.  The  levee  alignment  would  not  protect  740 
units,  574  in  the  south  reach  and  166  in  the  northern  reach.  In 
addition,  82  residential  structures  are  under  the  proposed  levee 
alignment  and  would  have  to  be  removed  for  the  project.  The  following 
table  shows  a  breakdown  by  structural  location  and  category. 


Number  of  Residential  and  Commercial  Units  and 
_ their  Relationship  to  the  Levee. _ 


Category 

Protected 

Taken  by  Levee 

Outside 

North  reach 

Commercial 

112 

1 

33* 

Residential 

1,543 

81 

133 

South  reach 

Commercial 

0 

0 

16 

Residential 

0 

0 

558 

Total 

Commercial 

112 

1 

49 

Residential 

1,543 

81 

691 

Grand  Total 

1,655 

82 

740 

*33  businesses  are  in  14  buildings. 


THE  FLOODPLAIN  ACREAGES 


Approximately  one-third  of  the  city  is  in  the  100-year  floodplain  and 
subject  to  floodplain  regulations.  This  accounts  for  about  40  percent 
of  the  structures  in  the  city.  Without  the  project,  565  acres  of  land 
would  be  in  the  floodplain.  With  the  project,  275  acres  would  remain 
in  the  floodplain.  These  acreages  are  summarized  below. 


East  Grand  Forks  Floodplain  Area  Subject  to  Regulation 


Condition 

North  Reach 

South  Reach 

Total 

Without  plan 

314 

251 

565 

With  plan 

24 

251 

275 

FUTURE  CONDITIONS 

Population  in  the  city  is  expected  to  increase  to  9,759  by  the  year 
2000.  This  projection  was  determined  by  using  a  program  from  the 
Institute  for  Water  Resources  called  A  Guide  to  the  Use  of  the  IWR 
Interactive  Ratio  Forecasting  Program.  The  Basic  Ratio  Method  was  used 
comparing  East  Grand  Forks  with  the  SMSA  moderate  change-in-share 
forecast. 

Future  population  in  the  area  is  expected  to  increase  at  a  moderate 
rate.  The  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  reported  an  increase  in  population 
from  7,607  to  8,537  from  1970  to  1980,  respectively.  Some  of  this 
increase,  however,  is  due  to  annexation.  East  Grand  Forks  is  in  Polk 
County,  which  is  expected  to  have  a  stable  population  through  the  rest 
of  the  century.  The  State  Demographer's  Office  listed  the  1980  county 
population  at  34,844  and  estimated  the  2000  population  at  35,234.  The 
100-year  floodplain  area  in  the  city  is  now  almost  completely 
developed.  The  1980  0BERS  listed  a  population  for  the  SMSA  of  101,000 
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in  1978  and  projected  a  population  of  115,453  in  2000  assuming  a 
moderate  change  in  share.  This  would  be  a  population  change  of  14 
percent  for  the  SMSA.  The  following  table  shows  the  historic 
population  and  the  projected  increase  in  the  population  of  the  city, 
the  SMSA  and  Polk  County. 


Historic  Populations  And  Population  Forecasts  For  East  Grand  Forks, 
_ SMSA,  And  Polk  County _ 


Year 

East  Grand  Forks 

SMSA 

Polk  County 

I960 

6,998 

85,000 

36,182 

1970 

7,607 

96,000 

34,435 

1980 

8,537 

101,000 

34,844 

1985 

8,843 

104,617 

34,872 

1990 

9,234 

109,245 

35,093 

1995 

9,496 

112,349 

35,302 

2000 

9,759 

115,453 

35,234 

Without  the  project  in  place,  a  further  decline  in  the  value  of  land  is 
expected  in  the  portion  of  the  city  within  the  100-year  floodplain. 
This  area  is  subjected  to  floodplain  ordinances  and  also  has  the 
potential  to  receive  damages  due  to  a  failure  of  the  emergency  levee. 
Any  population  shifts  and  growth  will  occur  in  the  northeastern  and 
southern  portions  of  the  city  outside  of  the  floodplain.  Some 
commercial  strip  development  is  already  beginning  to  occur  in  that 
area.  Industry  will  probably  shift  to  the  east  along  the  Red  Lake 
River.  Some  residential  growth  can  be  expected  without  the  project; 
however,  residential  development  will  occur  outside  of  the  floodplain. 

With  the  project  in  place,  the  number  of  structures  in  the  100-year 
floodplain  and  behind  the  levee  may  remain  constant  or  increase 
slightly;  however,  the  old  downtown  commercial  area  may  be  more 
intensively  used  in  the  future.  Structures  not  protected  by  the  levee 
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would  be  acquired.  Most  of  the  individuals  and  businesses  relocated 
are  expected  to  remain  in  East  Grand  Forks;  however,  some  may  move  to 
North  Dakota.  According  to  a  Corps  survey,  70  percent  of  the 
businesses  moved  by  a  project  will  likely  stay  within  East  Grand  Forks. 
The  city  is  considering  a  shopping  center  east  of  the  White  Mart  and 
just  outside  of  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  100-year 
floodplain.  Many  of  the  businesses  acquired  by  the  project  could  move 
into  this  area. 

East  Grand  Forks  has  an  advantage  for  industrial  development  over  Grand 
Forks  because  of  a  more  reliable  water  supply.  Grand  Forks  now 
purchases  some  of  its  water  from  East  Grand  Forks.  The  source  of  this 
supply  is  the  Red  Lake  River. 

FUTURE  FLOOD  DAMAGES 

Future  changes  in  flood  damages  can  be  divided  into  two  categories — 
residential  and  commercial.  Residential  damages  are  increased  by  the 
affluence  factor,  which  is  a  projected  rate  of  increase  in  damageable 
contents  over  time.  Commercial  damages  are  projected  to  remain 
constant  over  time  because  the  number  of  commercial  structures  in  the 
floodplain  is  not  expected  to  change.  Affluence  factor  increases 
cannot  be  used  in  determining  future  growth  in  commercial  damages 
because  of  the  lack  of  empirical  evidence  of  the  relationship  of 
affluence  changes  and  growth  of  damages. 

An  analysis  of  residential  damages  showed  that  there  was  no  difference 
between  the  value  of  contents  in  the  homes  near  the  river  and  the  homes 
away  from  the  river.  Theoretically,  the  content  value  portion  of  total 
value  could  increase  nearer  the  river  due  to  a  decreased  structural 
value.  The  affluence  factor  does  not  appear  to  be  affected  by  any 
potential  flooding.  The  major  reason  that  it  increases  over  time  is 
due  to  the  general  increased  affluence  of  the  population  over  time. 


No  increase  in  the  numbers  of  structures  in  the  floodplain  is  projected 
with  the  project  because  the  floodplain  is  now  full.  With  a  floodplain 
ordinance  in  effect  in  one-third  of  the  city,  this  could  result  in  a 
decrease  in  flood  damages  in  the  future  when  older  structures  are 
removed  and  not  replaced  with  newer  ones  built  above  the  floodplain. 
However,  no  noticeable  change  in  tne  number  of  structures  in  the 
floodplain  has  occurred  since  the  city  received  floodplain  status  in 
1977.  No  noticeable  decline  is  expected  in  the  next  20  years. 

The  average  market  value  per  residential  structure  in  the  500-year 
floodplain  is  $40,300.  The  average  content  value  is  about  $10,100 
based  on  an  estimated  content  value  of  25  percent  of  the  value  of  the 
structures.  (A  comparison  of  the  Depth  Damage  Table  and  actual  values 
was  made  on  page  F-28.)  During  the  500-year  flood  in  East  Grand  Forks, 
2,477  residential  structures  are  expected  to  receive  damages.  The 
value  of  existing  residential  structures  and  contents  in  the  500-year 
floodplain  is  shown  in  the  following  table. 


Value  of  Residential  Structures  in  East  Grand  Forxs 
_ 500-year  Floodplain _ 


Number  of 

Total  market  value 

Average  value 

Average  value 

structures 

Structure 

Contents 

per  structure 

of  contents 

2,477 

$99,800,000 

$25,018,000 

$40,300 

$10,100 

The  OBERS  regional  projections  for  per  capita  income  were  used  as  the 
ba3is  for  increasing  the  real  value  of  residential  contents.  As  the 
affluence  factor  increases,  the  value  of  residential  contents  will  also 
increase.  The  value  of  the  residential  contents  is  projected  to 
increase  with  the  per  capita  income  growth  rate  until  it  reaches  a 
maximum  level  of  75  percent  of  the  value  of  the  structure.  This 
increase  is  the  maximum  allowable  by  regulation;  the  actual  increase, 
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however,  would  continue  if  this  regulation  were  not  in  place.  The 
projected  maximum  level  of  75  percent  is  expected  to  occur  by  the  year 
2032.  After  2032,  the  value  of  contents  will  be  held  to  that  maximum 
level  for  this  analysis. 

OBERS  (198O)  data  project  per  capita  income  to  grow  from  $4,500  to 
$1  3,600  from  1978  to  2030.  This  is  an  increase  of  3.0  in  52  years  and 
equals  a  compound  growth  rate  of  per  capita  income  of  2-1/3  percent  per 
year.  This  number  is  found  by  obtaining  the  compound  growth  rate  which 
most  nearly  equals  3.0  in  52  years.  The  present  value  of  the  contents 
is  estimated  at  $10,100  which  is  25  percent  of  the  structural  value  and 
by  regulation  cannot  increase  past  $30,300  or  75  percent  or  past  a 
factor  of  3  (75  divided  by  25  equals  3).  The  following  table  shows 
these  relationships. 

_ Growth  of  Per  Capita  Income  and  Residential  Content  Value _ 

Growth  rate  of  OBERS  per  capita  income 
_ Tear _ Per  capita  income _ 


1978  $  4,500 

2030  13,600 

$30,300  divided  by  $10,100  equals  3.0  in  52  years  =  a  growth  rate  of  2- 
1/8  percent. 

The  St.  Paul  District's  depth-damage  study  has  shown  damages  to 
contents  and  structures  divided  into  40  percent  and  60  percent, 
respectively.  Content  damages  can  then  increase  at  a  rate  of  2-1/3 
percent  as  shown  on  the  following  table.  This  future  damage 
information  was  used  in  the  Expected  Annual  Dam£»ge  computer  analysis. 
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Growth  of  Residential  Content  Value  at  a  Rate  of  2-1/8  Percent 


Year 

Years  from  present 

Growth  index 

1983 

0 

1 .0 

Project  1990 

10 

1.2 

2000 

17 

1.4 

2036 

53 

3-0 

2043 

60 

3.0 

Growth  will  maximize  in  the  year  2036. 


AVERAGE  ANNUAL  DAMAGES 

Average  annual  damages  were  determined  using  the  expected  annual  damage 
program.  Results  were  obtained  for  the  three  reaches,  two  interest 
rates,  and  two  damage  categories:  (1)  residential  and  (2)  commercial, 
industrial  and  public.  The  following  table  summarizes  the  average 
annual  damages  for  the  authorized  and  current  interest  rates. 
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Average  Annual  Damages 

Without  Pro.iect 

in  East  Grand  Forks 

Category 

3— 1 percent 

8-1/8  percent 

Commercial 

North  reach 

$  997,900 

$  997,900 

South  reach 

42,000 

42,000 

Subtotal 

1,039,900 

1,039,900 

Residential 

North  reach 

1,714,100 

1,524,700 

South  reach 

487.100 

436,500 

Subtotal 

2,201,200 

1,961,200 

Total  damages 

North  reach 

2,712,000 

2,522,600 

South  reach 

529,100 

478,500 

Grand  total 

3,241,100 

3,001 ,100 

Average  annual  benefits  were  estimated  for  the  levee  alignments.  The 
following  table  summarizes  benefits  from  the  EAD  output  plus  half  of 
the  3  feet  of  freeboard  protection. 
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All  residual  damages  are  assumed  to  be  accounted  for  with  the  SPF  level 
of  protection  plus  freeboard.  Residual  damages  behind  the  levee  are 
shown  on  the  following  table. 


Average  Annual 

Residual 

Damages  in 

the  Areas 

Protected  by 

the  Levees 

3- 

1/4  percent 

8-1/8 

percent 

Category 

100-yr 

NED 

SPF 

100-yr 

NED 

SPF 

Commercial 

North  reach 

$196,000 

$43,000 

0 

$196,000 

$43,000 

0 

South  reach 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Residential 

North  reach 

3^5,000 

75,000 

0 

281,000 

61,000 

0 

South  reach 

87,000 

19,000 

0 

71,000 

15,000 

0 

Total 

North  reach 

541,000 

118,000 

0 

477,000 

104,000 

0 

South  reach 

87,000 

19,000 

0 

71,000 

15,000 

0 
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COST  ESTIMATES  FOR  THE  LEVEE 


Levee  costs  include  construction  and  real  estate  costs.  Real  estate 
costs  are  $4.5  million  for  the  north  reach  and  $3  million  for  the  south 
reach.  Average  annual  levee  costs  assume  an  average  annual  operation 
and  maintenance  cost  of  $30,000  and  a  3-year  construction  period  which 
distributes  costs  at  20  percent  the  first  year,  30  percent  the  second 
year,  and  50  percent  the  third  year. 

Folding  sidewalk  floodwalls  were  considered  for  the  east  side  of  the 
south  reach.  Folding  floodwalls  are  a  cheaper  alternative  measure,  but 
they  are  structurally  feasible  only  to  the  100-year  protection  level. 
For  protection  greater  than  the  100-year  level,  only  a  more  expensive 
levee  is  feasible,  which  gives  a  greater  net  loss  than  the  folding 
floodwalls.  Therefore,  100-year  protection  is  the  optimum  level  in  the 
south  reach. 

First  costs  for  the  north  and  south  reaches  are  shown  in  the  following 
table. 
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Average  annual  levee  costs  do  not  include  relocation  assistance  costs. 
These  are  considered  replacement-in-kind  and  are  not  included  in  the 
benefit-cost  ratio.  Average  annual  levee  costs  for  tne  north  and  south 
reaches  are  shown  in  the  following  table. 


Average  Annual  Levee  Costs 


3- 

1/4  percent 

8-1/8  percent 

Reach 

100  year 

NED  plan 

SPF 

100  year 

NED  plan 

SPF 

Nortn  reach 

$568 , 000 

$662,000 

$685,000 

$1,430,000 

$1,660,000 

$1,713,000 

South  reach 

363,000 

— 

400,000 

860,000 

— 

941,000 
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The  benefit-cost  ratio  for  the  north  levee  is  above  one  at  both  the  3- 
1/4  and  8-1/8  percent  interest  rates.  The  benefit-cost  ratio  for  the 
south  levee  is  below  one  at  both  interest  rates.  The  following  table 
summarizes  the  analysis. 


Benefit-Cost 

Ratios  for 

the  Levees 

3-1/4  percent 

8-1/8  percent 

100-year 

NED 

SPF 

100-year 

NED 

SPF 

North  Levee 

Average 

annual 

benefits 

$1,799,000 

$2,193,000 

$2,21 1,000 

$1,632,000 

$1,990,000 

$2,005,000 

Average 

annual 

costs 

568,000 

662,000 

685,000 

1 ,430,000 

1,660,000 

1,718,000 

Benefit-cost 

ratio 

3-0 

3.2 

3.1 

1.14 

1.2 

1.17 

Net  benefits 

1,231,000 

1,531,000 

1 ,526,000 

202,000 

330,000 

287,000 

South  Levee 

\ 

Average 

annual 

benefits 

298,000 

398,000 

259,000 

348,000 

Average 

annual 

costs 

363,000 

400,000 

860 , 000 

941,000 

Benefit-cost 

ratio 

0.78 

0.95 

0.29 

0.35 

Net  benefits 

-65,000 

-2,000 

-601,000 

-593,000 
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STRDCTDRES  FEASIBLE  TO  ACQUIRE 


The  number  of  structures  feasible  to  acquire  was  determined  on  a 
preliminary  basis  for  this  stage  of  analysis.  The  information  needed 
to  determine  the  feasible  structures  is:  Benefits  =  average  annual 
damages.  Costs  =  structural  value  +  contingency.  Salvage  values  and 
contingency  are  both  assumed  to  be  20  percent  and  therefore  cancel  each 
other. 

In  East  Grand  Forks,  107  residential  and  commercial  units  were  found 
feasible  to  acquire.  Average  annual  damages  and  benefits  are  $587,000. 
First  costs  of  these  structures  are  $7,350,000.  Annualized  at  8-1/3 
percent  interest,  costs  are  $590,000.  Annualized  at  3-1/9  percent,  the 
project  costs  $265,000,  as  shown  in  the  following  table. 


Benefit  and  Cost  Breakdown  for  the  Area  Outside  of  the  Levee 


o  First  costs  break  down  as  follows: 


Feature 

Structural 

Land 

Removal 

Beautification 

Total 

o  T.ie  costs  break  down  by  category: 


Amount 
$  5,730,000 
970,000 
200,000 
450,000 

7,350,000 


Category 

First  costs 

Annual  costs  at 

3-1/4  percent 

Annual  costs  at 

8-1/8  percent 

Residential 

$5,019,000 

$180,000 

$400,000 

Commercial 

1,881,000 

69,000 

155,000 

Beautification 

450,000 

16,000 

35.000 

Total 

7,350,000 

265,000 

590,000 

o  The  damages  break  down  by  category: 


Category 


Annual  damages  and  benefits 


Residential 

Commercial 

Total 


$448,000 

139,000 

587,000 


Interest  rates  do  not  affect  this  benefit  catigory  since  no  future 
benefits  were  taken.  However,  interest  rates  affect  costs. 

The  benefit-cost  ratio  at  3-1/4  percent  is  2.2  and  the  ratio  at  8-1/8 
percent  is  1.0. 
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Floodproofing  was  also  analyzed  for  the  area  outside  of  the  levee.  No 
structures  were  found  feasible  to  floodproof  to  tne  100-year  level. 
Another  factor  to  consider  is  the  value  of  the  vacant  land.  This  land 
would  be  used  for  open  space  and  recreation  for  the  city.  The 
recreation  supporting  documentation  lists  the  major  value  of  the  area 
as  coming  from  the  5  miles  of  trails  that  would  be  included  in  the 
area.  The  appendix  lists  average  annual  benefits  of  $135,400  at  3-1/4 
percent  and  $109,000  at  8-1/3  percent.  The  costs  are  listed  at  $23,200 
for  3-1/4  percent  interest  and  $40,000  for  8-1/8  percent  interest, 
along  with  operation  and  maintenance  costs  of  $8,500  per  year.  The 
recreation  benefit-cost  ratio  is  4.3  at  3-1/4  percent  and  2.2  at  8-1/8 
percent. 

If  recreation  benefits  and  costs  are  added  to  acquisition  benefits  and 
costs,  the  benefit-cost  ratio  would  increase  to  2.4  at  3-1/4  and  to 
1.09  at  8-1/8  percent  interest  as  shown  in  the  following  table. 


Benefit-Cost  Ratio 

for  the  Area  Outside  of  the 

Levee 

Item 

3-1/4  percent 

8-1/8  percent 

Annual  Damages 

$587,000 

$587,000 

+  Recreation  Benefits 

135,400 

109,000 

=  Total  Annual  Benefits 

722,400 

696,000 

Annual  Cost3 

265,000 

590,000 

+  Recreation  Costs 

31,700 

48,500 

=  Total  Annual  Costs 

296,700 

638,500 

Benefit-Cost  Ratio 

2.4 

1.09 
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OTHER  BENEFITS 


Other  benefit  categories  include  reduction  in  the  costs  of 
administration  of  flood  control  policies  and  the  changes  in  property 
values.  Location  benefits  were  also  looked  at  and  were  determined  not 
to  be  appropriate  for  East  Grand  Forks,  since  the  floodplain  is  now 
essentially  full  and  no  changes  in  land  use  behind  the  proposed  levee 
are  projected. 

The  benefits  for  the  reduction  in  flood  insurance  administration  costs 
are  estimated  to  be  $10,200.  The  cost  per  policy  is  $42  per  year 
nationally.  According  to  FEMA,  243  homes  in  East  Grand  Forks  currently 
have  policies  ($42  X  243  =  $10,200). 

Change  in  property  value  to  the  city  is  the  sum  of  the  increased  value 
of  the  100-year  floodplain  minus  the  decreased  value  of  the  land 
outside  of  and  under  the  levee  plus  the  increased  value  of  the  land 
behind  the  levee  and  outside  of  the  100-year  floodplain.  The  third 
category  is  due  to  the  increased  demand  from  the  people  and  businesses 
relocated  out  of  the  floodplain  and  behind  the  levee.  This  benefit  is 
due  to  restoration  of  land  values  and  is  above  and  beyond  structural 
flood  benefits. 

The  property  value  inside  of  the  100-year  floodplain  and  behind  the 
levee  is  expected  to  increase  by  15  percent.  This  rough  value  came 
about  after  discussions  with  city  assessors  and  real  estate  appraisers 
in  Grand  Forks  and  East  Grand  Forks.  Residential  and  commercial 
property  totaling  126  acres  would  be  removed  from  floodplain  status. 
The  property  has  an  average  value  of  $40,000  per  acre;  thus,  the 
benefits  would  be  $756,000  ($40,000  per  acre  X  15  percent  X  126  acres  = 
$756,000  increase).  This  annual  value  would  be  $61,800  at  8-1/8 
percent  interest  and  $26,500  at  3-1/4  percent. 
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The  property  value  loss  to  the  area  outside  of  tne  levee  is  $48,300  at 
3-1/8  percent  and  $28,000  at  3-1/4  percent  interest.  This  assumes  a 
100-percent  decline  in  property  value  of  the  24  acres  outside  and  the  7 
acres  under  the  project  levee.  This  31-acre  area  is  now  valued  at  only 
$32,000  per  acre  because  a  portion  is  not  protected  by  the  existing 
levee.  The  value  of  the  area  is  assumed  to  decline  to  zero,  however, 
some  recreation  credit  was  given  in  the  previous  section. 

o  $32,000  X  31  =  $992,000 

o  $992,000  X  0.08128  =  $80,600 

o  $992,000  X  0.035  =  $34,700 

Property  value  increase  to  the  500-year  residual  floodplain  area  which 
is  the  area  behind  the  levee  and  outside  of  the  100-year  floodplain  is 
$3,600  at  8-1/8  percent  interest  and  $1,500  at  3-1/4  percent.  This 
increase  is  due  to  the  people  and  businesses  relocated  by  the  project 
moving  into  this  area.  The  total  number  of  residential  and  business 
units  removed  by  the  project  is  172.  Twenty  of  these  may  find 
locations  within  the  former  100-year  floodplain.  Seventy  percent  of 
the  structures  are  expected  to  relocate  within  the  city  (see  Social 
Supporting  Documentation).  A  local  real  estate  appraiser  estimated  an 
increase  in  the  value  of  the  area  due  to  increased  demand  of  5  percent 
to  $46,000  per  acre.  Thus,  total  changes  equal  $44,000. 

o  172  structures  X  70  percent  =  120  structures 

0  120  structures  -  20  structures  in  the  100-year  floodplain  = 

100  structures 

o  100  structures  divided  by  5  structures  per  acre  =  20  acres 
o  20  acres  X  $2,200  value  increase  =  $44,000 
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o  $44,000  X  0.08128  =  $3,600 
o  $44,000  X  0.035  =  $1,150 

The  other  benefit  categories  show  an  increase  of  $45,600  at  8-1/8 
percent  and  $18,400  at  3-1/4  percent  interest  as  shown  in  the  following 
table. 


Other  Benefit 

Categories 

Item 

8-1/8  percent 

3-1/4  percent 

Administrative  flood  insurance  cost 

savings 

$10,200 

10,200 

100-year  floodplain  property  value 

increase 

80,600 

34,700 

Property  value  loss  to  the  area 

outside 

-48,800 

-28,000 

500-year  residual  floodplain 

3.600 

1.500 

Total 

45,600 

18,400 

BENEFIT  AND  COST  SUMMARY 

Tne  benefit-cost  ratio  totals  3*1  at  3-1/4  percent  and  1.22  at  8-1/8 
percent  interest  for  the  levee  and  relocation  in  the  north  reach  of 
East  Grand  Forks  as  shown  in  the  following  table. 
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Summary 

of  Benefits  and  Costs 

Item 

3-1/4  percent 

3-1/3  percent 

Benefits 

Levee 

$2,193,000 

$1,990,000 

Acquisition 

587 ,000 

587,000 

Recreation 

135,400 

109,000 

Flood  insurance 

10,200 

10,200 

Land  value  restoration 

8,200 

35,400 

Total 

2,933,800 

2,731,600 

Costs 

Levee 

662,000 

1,660,000 

Acquisition 

265,000 

590,000 

Recreation 

31,700 

49,000 

Total 

958,700 

2,299,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio 

Total  benefits 

2,933,800 

2,731,600 

Total  costs 

958,700 

2,2 99,000 

Ratio 

3.1 

1.2 

Net  benefits 

1,975,100 

432,000 

SENSITIVITY  STUDIES 


Tne  project  was  analyzed  for  its  sensitivity  to  credit  for  emergency 
levees,  any  future  depth-damage  analysis  changes,  interest  rate 
changes,  changes  in  level  of  protection,  and  different  flood  risks. 
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EMERGENCY  LEVEE  ANALYSIS  FOR  ECONOMIC  CREDIT 


The  East  Grand  Forks  emergency  levee  was  analyzed  to  determine  the 
flood  benefits  that  the  community  derives  from  it.  The  levee  can  be 
divided  into  two  reaches  as  shown  in  the  Geotechnical  Supporting 
Documentation.  Reach  1  begins  south  of  Hill  Street  and  continues  south 
to  Second  Avenue  NE.  Reach  2  begins  north  of  Hill  Street  and  continues 
north  to  River  Heights  Park.  The  levee  is  divided  into  two  reaches 
because  the  ground  along  Hill  Street  is  higher.  Water  would  have  to 
reach  an  elevation  of  830  or  a  frequency  of  2  percent  to  cross  from  one 
reach  to  the  other. 

Reach  1  contains  90  percent  of  the  total  project  damages.  The  lowest 
permissible  top  of  freeboard  elevation  is  823  which  is  slightly  above 
the  10-percent  flood.  Thus,  the  levee  would  protect  hardly  any  of  this 
area  when  subtracting  3  feet  from  the  top  of  freeboard  to  the  top  of 
the  certifiable  levee.  The  3  feet  of  freeboard  is  an  estimate 
determined  from  the  hydraulic  studies. 

Reach  2  contains  about  10  percent  of  the  total  project  damages.  The 
lowest  permissible  top  of  freeboard  elevation  is  828  which  is 
approximately  the  30-year  flood.  If  3  feet  of  freeboard  is  subtracted 
from  the  top  of  the  levee,  the  frequency  would  be  at  the  20-year  flood. 

A  summary  of  the  effects  on  the  benefits  of  the  emergency  levee  is 
shown  on  the  following  table. 
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Benefits  of  the  Plan  with  Credit  to  the  Emergency  Levee 


Item 

3-1/9  percent 

8-1/8  percent 

Levee  benefits  without  emergency 

levee  benefit  reduction 

$2,193,000 

$1,990,000 

Emergency  levee  benefit  reduction 

-108,000 

-98,000 

Other  benefits 

790,800 

791,600 

Total  benefits 

2,825,800 

2,633,600 

Levee  costs 

662,000 

1,601,000 

Other  costs 

296,700 

638,500 

Total  costs 

958,700 

2,239,500 

Benefit-cost  ratio  with  credit  to  the 

Levee  benefits  alone 

emergency  levee 

3.3 

1.29 

Total  benefits 

2.9 

1.18 

DEPTH-DAMAGE  ANALYSIS 

The  owners  of  five  homes  were  interviewed  to  determine  the  level  of 
damages  that  they  would  receive  during  two  flood  events.  This 
information  was  compared  with  the  St.  Paul  District  depth-damage  table 
to  assess  the  accuracy  with  which  damages  are  counted.  The  five  homes 
had  values  of  $15,000,  $20,800,  $26,500,  $39,000,  and  $55,000.  They 
were  not  selected  at  random.  They  were  selected  to  give  a  range  in 
value  and  location.  Two  were  located  on  "The  Point"  and  three  were  in 
the  northern  reach.  Two  were  inside  and  three  were  outside  of  the  100- 
year  floodplain.  The  homes  were  inventoried  for  a  flood  that  would 
fill  the  basement  and  for  a  flood  2  feet  above  the  first  floor.  All  of 
the  homes  had  basements.  The  information  gathered  from  the  interviews 
is  3hown  in  the  following  table. 
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Actual  Expected  Damages  Compared  to  the  Depth-Damage  Table 
for  Five  East  Crand  Forks  Structures( 1 ) _ 


House  No. 

House  value 

Basement 

flooding 

First-: 

floor  of  2 

feet  flooding 

Actual  flooding 

expected 

Depth-damage 

table 

Actual  flooding 

expected 

Depth-damage 

table 

KF) 

$15,000 

$6,500  (68$ 

$  3,860 

$10,100 

(32$ 

$7,600 

greater) 

greater) 

2 

20,800 

7,500  (49$ 

5,040 

11,300 

(11$ 

10,200 

greater) 

greater) 

3 

26,500 

6,800  (3$  less) 

7,040 

15,000 

(13$ 

13,300 

greater) 

4(F) 

39,100 

12,200  (3$ 

11,860 

21,500 

(9$ 

19,700 

greater ) 

greater) 

5 

55,000 

22,300  (33$ 

16,740 

28,700 

(5$ 

27,300 

greater) 

greater) 

Total 

$156,400 

55,300  (24$ 

44,540 

86,600 

(11$ 

78,160 

greater) 

greater) 

(1)  Damages  are  the  replacement  value  of  the  item.  No  damages  were  included  for  any 
potential  structural  collapse. 

(F)  These  two  homes  are  in  the  100-year  floodplain. 
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INTERNAL  RATE  OF  RETURN 


The  internal  rate  of  return  where 
9-percent  discount  rate,  as  shown 


the  benefit-cost  ratio  is 
in  the  following  table. 


1.0 


is  at  a 


Internal  Rate  of  Return  at  9  Percent 


Benefits 

Amount 

Costs 

Amount 

Levee 

$1,951,000 

Levee 

$1,838,000 

Acquisition 

575,000 

Acquisition 

683,000 

Recreation 

59,500 

Recreation 

29,000 

Flood  insurance 

10,200 

Property  value  changes 

13,000 

Total 

2,608,700 

2,550,000 

The  benefit-cost  ratio 

.  $2,608,700  . 
2,550,000 

1.02 

OPTIMUM  BENEFITS 

The  optimum  net  benefit  for  tne  levee  is  at  elevation  390.0  at  the  gage 
or  a  frequency  of  about  0.25  percent.  Net  benefits  for  the  levee 
maximize  at  $389,000.  Average  annual  benefits  increase  greatly  from 
tne  100-year  protection  level  to  tne  NED  level  of  protection  as  a 
sharply  increasing  number  of  commercial  businesses  experience  flooding. 

Average  annual  benefits  increase  slowly  from  the  NED  level  of 
protection  to  the  SPF  level  of  protection.  The  major  reason  is  that 
the  SPF  flood  is  within  the  NED  levee  freeboard.  Freeboard  benefits 
were  taken  for  all  of  the  protection  levels  except  for  the  SPF  level. 
The  damage  curve  was  not  extended  past  the  SPF  level  of  protection. 
Another  reason  for  the  slow  increase  in  benefits  is  that  almost  the 
entire  city  is  flooded  from  a  0.25  percent  event. 
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Costs  increase  sharply  from  elevation  830.8  (the  100-year  flood)  to 
831.8  because  of  road  raises  required.  Additional  increases  in 
elevation  do  not  increase  the  costs  as  drastically  once  the  property  is 
acquired  and  the  foundation  is  in  place.  The  following  table  shows  the 
optimum  net  benefits  analysis. 


F-30 


SUSCEPTIBILITY  TO  DIFFERENT  FLOOD  RISKS 


East  Grand  Forks  is  now  susceptible  to  flooding  at  various  frequencies. 
The  city  would  continue  to  be  flooded  in  "The  Point"  reach  with  the 
project  in  place.  The  following  graph  shows  flooding  potential  to  East 
Grand  Forks. 


(IN  MILLIONS  OF  DOLLARS) 
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RISK  OF  DAMAGES  IN  PERCENT  CHANCE 
FOR  SELECTED  FLOOD  EVENTS  OCCURRING 
DURING  THE  STUDY  PERIOD  1990-2090 


EVENT 
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HISTORIC  FLOODING 


The  largest  flood  in  the  city's  history  occurred  in  1897.  Under 
present  conditions,  this  flood  would  have  caused  $32,000,000  worth  of 
damages.  The  latest  flood  occurred  in  1979  and  caused  $8,887,000  worth 
of  damages.  The  following  table  summarizes  historic  flooding. 


Ma.jor  Historic  Floods 


Year 

Damages  under 

present  conditions 

without  a  flood  fight 

Actual  damages  under 

historic  conditions 

including  the  flood  fight 

1979 

$23,600,000 

$8,887,000 

1978 

7,700,000 

92,000 

1975  July 

2,400,000 

358,000 

1975  April 

2,300,000 

489,000 

1969 

7,700,000 

103,000 

1966 

7,300,000 

600,000 

1965 

6,000,000 

772,000 

1950 

7,300,000 

662,000 

1897 

32,000,000 

N/A 

EXECUTIVE  ORDER  11988,  FLOODPLAIN  MANAGEMENT,  MAY  24,  1977 

The  objective  of  Executive  Order  11988  is  to  avoid,  to  the  extent 
possible,  the  long-  and  short-term  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the 
occupancy  and  modification  of  the  base  floodplain  and  to  avoid  direct 
and  indirect  support  of  development  in  the  floodplain  whenever  there  is 
a  practicable  alternative.  In  accordance  with  Corps  regulation 
1165-2-26,  the  Corps  is  required  to: 
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o  Avoid  development  in  the  base  floodplain  unless  it  is  the  only 
practical  alternative. 

o  Reduce  the  hazard  and  risk  associated  with  floods. 

o  Minimize  the  impact  of  floods  on  human  safety,  health,  and 
welfare. 

o  Restore  and  preserve  the  natural  and  beneficial  values  of  the 
base  floodplain. 

Discussion  of  these  points  follows: 

The  plan  which  is  being  considered  in  this  analysis  includes  both  a 
levee  measure  and  an  acquisition  measure.  The  levee  is  not  expected  to 
induce  development  in  the  base  floodplain  because  the  area  is  now  fully 
developed.  However,  the  downtown  area  is  expected  to  be  more 
intensively  used  with  a  permanent  levee  in  place.  The  acquisition 
measure  would  remove  development  from  the  base  floodplain  and  relocate 
it  outside.  The  working  papers  discussed  several  alternative  plans 
including  a  project  in  the  south  reach.  None  of  these  plans  were 
feasible  at  8-1/8  percent  interest. 

Hazardous  risk,  and  the  impact  on  safety,  health,  and  welfare,  would  be 
reduced  by  the  project.  The  project  would  protect  for  the  0.3-percent 
flood  plus  freeboard.  This  would  reduce  most  impacts  of  flooding  to 
the  area. 

The  project  is  not  expected  to  hurt  the  natural  and  beneficial 
resources  of  the  area.  No  increases  in  development  in  the  base 
floodplain  are  expected  to  take  place.  Natural  values  can  potentially 
be  enhanced  in  the  area  between  the  river  and  the  levee  after  the 
acquisition  of  this  area's  structures. 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MINNESOTA 
GENERAL  REEVALUATION 


SUPPORTING  DOCUMENTATION 
REAL  ESTATE 


EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MINNESOTA 
GENERAL  REEVALUATION 
SUPPORTING  DOCUMENTATION 

REAL  ESTATE 

The  proposed  project  would  require  acquisition  of  approximately  84 
acres  in  perpetual  easements  and  fee  by  the  local  sponsor.  The 
easement  areas  would  include  about  51  acres  of  residential  land,  3.5 
acres  of  golf  course  land,  14.5  acres  of  low  wooded  lands  and  15  acres 
of  commercial/industrial  land.  The  easement  interests  to  be  acquired 
are  fee,  a  perpetual  flood  protection  levee  easement,  a  perpetual 
easement  to  occasionally  overflow  and  revegetate,  and  a  perpetual 
borrow  easement. 

The  project  would  affect  approximately  245  owners  and  require 
relocation  of  201  residential  owners,  20  commercial  owners,  7 
residential  tenants  and  11  commercial  tenants.  The  estimated  costs  of 
acquiring  the  necessary  real  estate  are: 


Lands,  improvements,  and  damages  $9,330,000 
Contingencies  1,100,000 
Public  Law  91-646  relocation  payments  3,400,000 
Administrative  costs  670,000 
Total  14,500,000 


Of  the  total  project  costs,  approximately  $4,500,000  is  associated  with 
the  structural  portion  of  the  project  and  $10,000,000  is  for  the 
nonstructural  portion. 
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Real  estate  estimates  for  alternatives  not  selected: 


NORTH  OF  THE  RED  LAKE  RIVER  -  100-YEAR 
Lands,  improvements,  and  damages 
Contingencies 

Public  Law  91-646  relocation  payments 
(200  residential  owners,  7  residential 
tenants,  20  commercial  owners,  and  11 
commercial  tenants) 

Administrative  costs  (est.  224  owners) 
Total 


$9,270,000 
1 ,100,000 
3,360,000 


670,000 

14,400,000 


Structural  at  $4,300,000  Nonstructural  at  $10,100,000 


SOUTH  OF  THE  RED  LAKE  RIVER  -  SPF 

Lands,  improvements,  and  damages  $7,170,000 

Contingencies  880,000 

Public  Law  91-646  relocation  payments  2,260,000 

(146  residential  owners) 

Administrative  costs  (est.  217  owners)  590,000 

Total  10,900,000 


Structural  at  $3,560,000  Nonstructural  at  $7,340,000 


SOUTH  OF  THE  RED  LAKE  RIVER  -  100-YEAR 

Lands,  improvements,  and  damages  $6,320,000 

Contingencies  800,000 

Public  Law  91-646  relocation  payments  2,120,000 

(137  residential  owners) 

Administrative  costs  (est.  204  owners)  560,000 

Total  9,800,000 


Structural  at  $3,490,000  Nonstructural  at  $6,310,000 


1 


G-2 


EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MINNESOTA 
GENERAL  REEVALUATION 


SUPPORTING  DOCUMENTATION 
SECTION  221  AGREEMENT 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

NORTH  CENTRAL  DIVISION,  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
536  SOUTH  CLARK  STREET 
CHICAGO,  ILLINOIS  60605 


NCDRZ-A  2  April  1975 

SUBJECT:  Agreement  for  Local  Cooperation  -  Flood  Control  Project  - 
Red  River  of  the  North  Drainage  Basin,  East  Grand  Forks, 
Minneso  ta 


HQDA  (DAEN-RF.A-?) 
WASH  DC  20314 


1.  Inclosed  are  the  following: 

a.  Section  221  Agreement  (Public  Law  91-611)  executed  on  behalf 
of  the  City  of  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota  and  the  District  Engineer, 

St.  Paul  District,  as  Contracting  Officer. 

b.  Attorney's  Certificate  from  City  Attorney  of  East  Grand  Forks, 
Minnesota,  certifying  review  of  the  agreement. 

c.  A  certified  copy  of  the  resolution,  authorizing  officials  of 
East  Grand  Forks  to  enter  into  Local  Cooperation  Agreement. 

2.  The  agreement  by  the  Local  Interest  is  tendered  at  this  time  to 
avoid  expiration  of  Project  Authority.  3v  enactment  of  Section  205  of 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1970,  Public  Law  91-611,  approved  31  December 
1970,  Congress  extended  the  authorization  in  Section  203,  Act  of  June 
30,  1943,  and  Section  204  of  the  Act  of  May  17,  1950,  of  the  project  for 
Local  Protection  of  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  to  17  April  1975.  An 
adequate  Section  221  agreement  containing  Local  Assurances  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  must  be  signed  on  behalf  of  the  Secretary 
by  that  date. 

3.  It  is  recommended  that  the  agreement  be  approved.  Four  (4)  copies 

are  required  at  this  level.  • 

FOR  THE  DIVISION  ENGIMEER: 

- -* - - 


3  Incl  (quint) 
as 


H.  E.  KENDALL 

Chief,  Real  Estate  Division,  NCD 


O.-JiN-fvEA-P  (2  Apr  75)  1st  Ind 
SE2JECT :  .Agreement  for  Local  Cooperation 
Pec  Liver  of  too  Torch  Drainage 
Minnesota 


—  ilooci  Lontroi  .reject  ~ 

3  S  L  >:  Tu/.C  i  01.  ..o  , 


2A,  Office  of  the  Chief  cf  Engineers,  Tasningcon,  u .  C.  iGji-  v  A-r  75 
TO:  Division  Engineer,  Torch  Central 

1.  Subject  agreement  has  been  reviewed  ana  is  acceptable. 

2.  ay  virtue  of  a  delegation  of  authority  frets  the  Secretary  cf  the 
Artsy  dated  1  .August  1972,  1  have  executed  the  suoject  agrearsent . 

TO?.  THE  CHIEF  OF  EhiGIhEELS : 


3  Ir.cl 

v;d  1  cy  all  incl 


/.< 

EDWARD 

Acting 


COTET 

Director 


of 


..eal  estate 
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NCDRE-A  (2  Apr  75)  2nd  Ina 

SUBJECT:  Agreement  for  Local  Cooperation  -  Flood  Control  Project  - 

Red  River  of  the  Forth  Drainage  Basin,  East  Grand  Fords, 
Minnesota 

DA,  North  Central  Division,  CE,  Chicago,  Illinois  50605  16  April  1975 

TO:  District  Engineer,  St.  Paul 

1.  Executed  agreement  is  returned  herewith  in  triplicate. 

2.  One  fully  executed  copy  should  be  furnished  to  the  City  of  East 
Grana  Fords,  Minnesota. 

FOR  THE  DIVISION  ENGINEER: 


3  Incl 

wd  1  cy  all  incl 


■  L  J  -j  L  '■  ■>  " 

"J.  D.  GORDON 
^Acting  Chief, 
Acquisition  Branch 


i 
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cession; 


.  (  -'.at 


vntcn  autr.or  i  tec.  :cnc*eucr.  or  tne  clan 


vor.vs  in  tne  Red  River  or  tne  ..or :n  a: 
aforementioned  Flood  Control  Act  of  19-3;  and 


'  p  cTi=>  £  O 


r  ico: 


of  r 


nrovi 


inter* 


.  C.O O  V 


since  s  satisfactory  to  tne  becreta rv  c: 


agreeir.r  to  rrovide  certain  items  ex'  local  cooperation 
I  HE. -.ZAC ,  Section  SCI  of  t:.e  Flood  Control  Act  of 


ur._ess  tr.e  a: cremer.ticr.ee.  assurances  . 


:rv  to 


:he  Army  were  furnished  vithin  a  five  {-)  year  merit 


■  y\  su 


>erartter.t  c:  t: 


interests 


o: 


'  ^  v-ja  • 


.tents  o:  ioca_  cooperation  ana  sue;:  assurances. 


•  n  *•  t  t  *  '■>  p  —  f 


'■a  V*  r 


autnori nation  5 nab—  tnereev  entire^  ant 


.n:uz;zz_-.c  ,  tne  notice  m  vritmt  of  t:ie  -et&rtter.t 
City ,  setting  out  the  re 1 ui re tent s  cf  local  ccoreratic 
1956;  and 

VHZRZAC,  tne  said  assurance  was  not  furnished  vi: 
five  (5)  year  period,  ar.i 

WHEBZAZ,  'ey  Section  205  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
91-611,  approved  31  December  1S7-C,  Congress  extended  * 
protection  vorhs  affectin'  the  City,  to  17  April  1979 
could  furnish  the  assurance  of  local  cocreraticr.  sati. 
of  the  Army;  and 


-t  -  tv's,- • 


o  f  '•  01 
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Robert  A 


Matt 


1 


Grand  Forks ,  Minnesota,  hereby  certify  as  felloes : 

Ql.  That  I  have  carsi'ullv  examined  the  i'oreaoin.“  docamen^  entitled 
"Agreement  Between  The  United  States  of  America  and  The  Sity  cf  last  Grand 
Forks,  Minnesota  For  Bocal  Cooperation  At  Fed  Fiver  of  The  Forth  Drainage 
Basin  At  Fast  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota". 


o.  _ nat  toe  Ctty  ot  a 


r»  t?  -r-  '  .  v'O 


and.  :■  or.-: 2 


organised  and  existing  in  accordance  vith  the  statutes  of  the  State  of 
Minnesota. 

c.  That  the  City  Council,  the  governing  body,  of  Fast  Grand  For. is 
authorised  and  directed  that  the  aforementioned  'ocuner.t  be  duly  executed 
on  the  part  of  the  City  as  attested  by  the  certified  copy  of  the  adoption 
resolution  attached  to  the  said  Agreement. 

d.  That  in  my  examination  cf  the  said  Agreement,  T  also  examined  Fuel: 
lav  9l-cll,  approved  31  Secember  1970,  giving  particular  attention  to 
Section  221  thereof,  and  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  City  cf  Fast  Grand  For.:: 
has  the  recurred  authority  and  the  financial  capability  tc  meet  the  reo.ire- 


saiu  r  .oca  control  .-.ct  o: 


veil  as  the  or' 


rr.ents  of  tr 
Public  lav  -l--,li. 

e.  That  it  is  my  considered  cninior.  that  the  aforesaid  .Agreement , 
fully  executed  by  the  parties  thereto,  vill  become  a  binding  contract  c, 
to  the  lavs  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  State  of  Minnesota. 


Dated  March 


197' 


-7_ 


y 

/  -? 


/  ‘ 


Robert  A.  Matt 

Citv  Attorney 


..tv  of 


.•rar.d  -or.:n,  hmneuota 
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C**  *1  *r«  *• 
*\  J.  -4-  a 


I,  D.  E.  Mack,  Clerk-Treasurer  of  the  City  of  East  Crane  7c 
Minnesota,  hereby  certify  that  the  attached  Resolution  is  a 
and  exact  copv  of  a  Resolution  oassea  bv  the  Citv  Council  c 

City  of  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  at  a  Special _ 

meeting  of  said  Council  held  at  the  Memorial  City  Hail  in  s 

City  on  March  27 _ ,  19  7 5  the  original  of  wh 

said  Resolution  is  now  on  file  in  this  office. 

Dated  this  27 th  day  of  March  _ ,  19  75  . 


K 
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RESOLUTION 


A ] derman 

introduced  the  following  Resolution  and  moved  its  adoption: 

WHEREAS,  The  United  States  of  America  has  submitted  to  the  City  of  East  Grar 
Forks  a  certain  Agreement  pertaining  to  flood  protection  improvements  on  cne  Red  ?■  i  ■. 
of  tne  North  at  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota;  and 

WHEREAS,  Under  said  Agreement  the  City  of  East  Grano  Forks  has  certain  od  i  i  r. 
ations  and  responsibilities,  which  will  necessitate  financial  commitments  ano  expen¬ 
ditures  on  the  part  of  the  said  city  wi  til  respect  thereto;  ana 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Council  of  the  City  of  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  under¬ 
stands  the  responsibilities  of  the  city,  which  include  right  of  way  acquisition, 
relocation  responsibilities  pursuant  to  United  States  Public  Law  9 1  —  6^0 ,  ana  rainte 
ance  responsibilities,  once  the  project  has  been  completed,  and  all  res  pons i d i 1 i t i e 
of  the  city,  as  outlined  in  said  Agreement. 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  By  tne  City  Council  of  the  City  of  East  Grs 
FORKS,  Minnesota,  that  the  Mayor  and  C 1 er k-Treas ur er  of  the  City  of  East  Grand  For; 
Minnesota,  are  hereoy  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  on  behalf  of  the  said  city 
of  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  that  certain  instrument  titled  "  AGREEMENT  BETWEEN 
THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA  AND  THE  CITY  OF  EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MINNESOTA,  FOR  LCCA’. 
COOPERATION  AT  RED  RIVER  OF  THE  NORTH  DRAINAGE  BASIN  AT  EAST  GRAND  FORKS ,  MINNESOTA 


ClY\ 


C loJ 


supported  by  Alderman 


cJAjuO^ - 


BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  mat  the  Clerk-Treasurer  provide  the  United  States 
Government  with  three  certified  copies  of  this  Resolution,  transmitting  the  same  tc 
the  proper  party  representing  the  United  States  of  America. 

w  ~ 


Voting  Ay e:\ 
Voting  Nay 


=  .  flfrh 


Ll 


Vi 


Absent;  _  f~VTc 


The  President  declared  the  Resolution  passed. 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MINNESOTA 
GENERAL  REEVALUATION 


SUPPORTING  DOCUMENTATION 
SECTION  215  AGREEMENT 


DRAFT  AGREEMENT 
UNDER  SECTION  215 
OF  PUBLIC  LAW  90-483 
FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 
CITY  OF  EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MINNESOTA 

THIS  AGREEMENT,  entered  into  this  _  day  of _ ,  by  and  between 

the  United  States  of  America  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "GOVERNMENT") 
represented  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  U.S.  Army,  and  the  City  of  East  Grand 
Forks,  Minnesota  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "COOPERATING  AGENCY): 

WHEREAS,  a  flood  control  project  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
"AUTHORIZED  PROJECT")  at  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  and  in  Polk  County,  Grand 
Forks  and  Rhinehart  Township,  described  in  House  Document  No.  185-81-1,  30  June 
1948,  17  May  1950,  31  December  1970;  and  "Draft  General  Reevaluation  Report  for 
Flood  Control  and  Related  Purposes,  Red  and  Red  Lake  Rivers  at  East  Grand 
Forks,  Minnesota,  March  1984";  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Cooperating  Agency  has  proposed  to  perform  certain  work  which 
falls  within  the  work  required  under  the  Authorized  Project;  and 

WHEREAS,  Section  215  of  Public  Law  90-483  (42  U.S.C.  1962d-5a)  provides 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  may 
enter  into  an  agreement  to  reimburse  the  costs  of  certain  work  accomplished  by 
local  interests  which  later  is  incorporated  into  an  authorized  project,  when  it 
is  determined  that  such  reimbursement  is  in  the  public  interest;  and 

WHEREAS,  such  agreements  may  provide  for  a  reduction  in  the  amount  of 
contribution  required  from  local  interests  in  lieu  of  reimbursement  for  costs 
incurred;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
has  determined  that  crediting  the  Cooperating  Agency  for  the  cost  of  tne  work 
accomplished  in  this  instance  is  in  the  public  interest;  and 

WHEREAS,  Section  221  of  Public  Law  91-611,  approved  31  December  1970, 
provides  that  construction  of  any  project  shall  not  begin  until  the  non-Federal 
interest  has  entered  into  a  written  agreement  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
furnish  its  required  cooperation  for  the  project;  and  further  that  every  such 
agreement  shall  be  enforceable  in  the  appropriate  District  Court  of  the  United 
States;  and 

WHEREAS,  an  agreement  pursuant  to  Section  221  of  Public  Law  91-611  was 
made  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  Cooperating  Agency  on  27  March  1975; 
and 

WHEREAS,  Congress  enacted  Public  Law  91-646,  approved  2  January  1971, 
entitled  the  "Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition 
Policies  Act  of  1970", 

NOW  THEREFORE,  it  is  agreed  between  the  Government  and  the  Cooperating 
Agency  that: 
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ARTICLE  1  -  Work  to  be  Accomplished 


The  work  to  be  accomplished  consists  of  the  following  in  the  Project  Area 
as  defined  in  the  aforementioned  Government  "Draft  General  Reevaluation  Report 
for  Flood  Control...,  March,  1984": 

1.  Acquisition  of  houses  and  commercial  buildings  (with  land  and  any 
other  improvements  and  easements),  clearance  of  foundations  and  any  buildings 
not  suitable  for  relocation,  and  landscaping  of  such  cleared  areas. 

2.  Acquisition  of  relocation  sites/buildings  (or  purchase  of  site  and 
construction  of  new  buildings)  for  City  Shop  and  City  Library  purposes,  subject 
to  approval  of  both  City  and  Government.  Clearance  of  present  library  and  City 
Shop  buildings  and  landscaping  of  those  sites. 

3.  Administrative,  legal,  planning,  and  any  other  sundry  costs  related  to 
the  above  two  work  items. 

The  proposed  work  is  generally  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  District  Engineer  contained  in  the  "Draft  General  Reevaluation  Study  for 
Flood  Control  and  Related  Purposes,  Red  and  Red  Lake  Rivers  at  East  Grand 
Forks,  Minnesota,  March  1984".  All  work  eligible  for  crediting  shall  be 
accomplished  in  conformance  with  plans  and  specifications  approved  by  the  U.  S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

ARTICLE  2  -  Manner  of  Performing  the  Work 

Work  shall  be  performed  by  the  Cooperating  Agency.  Necessary  engineering 
and  design  shall  be  accomplished  by  the  Cooperating  Agency  or  by  its  Architect- 
Engineer  Consultant.  Construction  shall  be  accomplished  by  securing 
competitive  bids,  by  advertising,  for  all  work  to  be  performed  by  contract,  or, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Government,  the  Cooperating  Agency  may  perform  the 
work  with  its  own  forces. 

ARTICLE  3  -  Review  of  Design  and  Inspection 

Before  beginning  work,  the  designs,  detailed  plans  and  specifications, 
estimates,  and  arrangements  for  prosecution  of  the  work  shall  be  made  available 
to  the  District  Engineer,  U.S.  Army  Engineer  District,  St.  Paul,  for  review  and 
approval.  Any  subsequent  changes  in  the  plans  and  specifications  for  the  work 
or  in  the  method  of  accomplishment  shall  be  submitted  to  the  District  Engineer 
for  review  and  prior  approval.  The  District  Engineer  or  his  designee  is 
authorized  to  inspect  the  work  at  any  and  all  times. 

ARTICLE  4  -  Basis  of  Determining  Credit 

The  total  credit  applied  against  the  local  cash  contribution  share  of  the 
project  shall  be  eighty  percent  (80$)  of  the  work  items  identified  in  Article  1 
related  to  nonstructural  actions  and  one  hundred  percent  (100$)  of  cost  of  the 
work  items  identified  in  Article  1  related  to  structural  actions. 
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ARTICLE  5  -  Limitations  on  Reimbursement 


(a)  The  cost  of  any  work  undertaken  by  the  Cooperating  Agency  before  the 
effective  date  of  this  agreement  shall  not  be  credited  against  the  local 
contribution  requirement. 

(b)  No  amount  shall  be  credited  until  the  District  Engineer,  U.S.  Army 
Engineer  District,  St.  Paul,  has  determined  that  the  work  has  been  performed  in 
accordance  with  the  agreement. 

(c)  This  agreement  shall  not  be  construed  as  (1)  authorizing  the 
Government  to  assume  any  responsibilities  placed  upon  the  Cooperating  Agency  or 
any  other  non-Federal  body  by  the  conditions  of  project  authorization,  (2) 
committing  the  Government  to  credit  the  Cooperating  Agency  if  the  Authorized 
Project  is  not  undertaken  or  is  modified  so  as  to  make  the  work  performed  by 
the  Cooperating  Agency  no  longer  applicable,  or  (3)  committing  the  Government 
to  credit  the  Cooperating  Agency  for  the  cost  of  any  portion  of  the  constructed 
improvement  determined  by  the  Government  at  the  time  of  reimbursement,  to  be 
unsuitable  for  incorporation  into  the  Authorized  Project  because  of  inadequate 
maintenance. 

(d)  There  will  be  no  credit  for  work  which  does  not  conform  to  the 
description  set  forth  in  Article  1  above. 

(e)  The  amount  of  credit  to  the  Cooperating  Agency  for  the  work  described 
herein  shall  in  no  event  exceed  one  million  dollars  ($1,000,000.00). 

(f)  The  amount  of  credit  to  the  Cooperating  Agency  is  not  subject  to 
interest  charges,  nor  is  it  subject  to  adjustment  to  reflect  changes  in  price 
levels  between  the  dates  of  completion  and  reimbursement. 

(g)  Reimbursement  for  the  work  performed  by  the  Cooperating  Agency  shall 
be  dependent  upon  the  appropriation  of  funds  applicable  thereto  or  funds 
available  therefore,  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over  other  pending  work  of 
higher  priority  at  the  same  or  other  improvement  projects. 

ARTICLE  6  -  Expiration  of  Agreement 

This  agreement  shall  expire  and  become  null  and  void  if  the  work  described 
herein  is  not  undertaken  within  three  (3)  years  of  the  effective  date  of  this 
agreement  and,  unless  extended  by  the  Government,  completed  within  two  (2) 
years  thereafter. 

ARTICLE  7  -  Prosecution  of  Work  by  Contract 

In  the  event  the  Cooperating  Agency  prosecutes  the  work  herein  by 
contract,  all  bids  received  and  the  proposed  provisions  of  any  contract  shall 
be  subject  to  review  by  the  Government  prior  to  award.  Any  such  contract  shall 
contain  all  applicable  provisions  required  by  Federal  law  and  regulations 
including,  but  not  necessarily  limited  to,  applicable  labor  and  equal 
opportunity  provisions. 
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ARTICLE  8  -  Local  Cooperation 


The  Cooperating  Agency  agrees  to  comply  with  the  items  of  local 
cooperation  set  forth  below  to  the  extent  that  these  requirements  are 
applicable  to  this  portion  of  the  overall  project. 

(a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project. 

(b)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works  except  for  damages  due  to  the  fault  or  negligence  of  the 
United  States  or  its  contractors. 

(c)  Maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

(d)  Make  all  necessary  relocations  and  alterations  of  buildings, 
utilities,  highway  bridges,  sewers,  and  related  facilities,  except  as  otherwise 
provided. 

(e)  Prevent  any  encroachments  which  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying 
capacity  of  the  levee  on  the  Red  or  Red  Lake  River. 

(f)  Provide  guidance  and  leadership  in  preventing  unwise  future 
development  of  the  floodplain  by  use  of  appropriate  floodplain  management 
techniques  to  reduce  flood  losses. 

(g)  Comply  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  Uniform  Relocation 
Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition  Policies  Act  of  1970,  Public  Law  91- 
646,  approved  2  January  1971,  in  acquiring  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  inform  affected 
persons  of  pertinent  benefits,  policies,  and  procedures  in  connection  with  said 
Act. 


(h)  Comply  with  Section  601  of  Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964 
(P.  L.  88-352)  and  Department  of  Defense  Directive  5500.11  issued  pursuant 
thereto  and  published  in  Part  300  of  Title  32,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  in 
connection  with  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  project. 

ARTICLE  9  -  Examination  of  Records 


(a)  The  Cooperating  Agency  agrees  that  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  or  any  of  his  duly  authorized  representatives  shall,  until  the 
expiration  of  three  (3)  years  after  final  reimbursement  under  the  agreement, 
have  access  to  and  the  right  to  examine  any  di-ectly  pertinent  books, 
documents,  papers,  and  records  of  the  Cooperating  Agency  involving  transactions 
related  to  this  agreement. 

(b)  The  Cooperating  Agency  further  agrees  to  include  in  all  its  contracts 
hereunder  a  provision  to  the  effect  that  the  Contractor  and  all  subcontractors 
agree  that  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  or  any  of  his  duly 
authorized  representatives  shall,  until  three  (3)  years  after  final  payment 
under  the  contract  or  subcontract,  have  access  to  and  the  right  to  examine  any 
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directly  pertinent  books,  documents,  papers,  and  records  of  such  Contractor  or 
subcontractor  involving  transactions  relating  to  the  contract  or  subcontract. 
The  term  "subcontract"  as  used  in  this  clause  excludes  (1)  purchase  orders  not 
exceeding  $2,500.00  and  (2)  subcontracts  or  purchase  orders  for  public  utility 
services  at  rates  established  for  uniform  applicability  to  the  general  public. 

(c)  The  periods  of  access  and  examination  described  in  (a)  and  (b)  above 
for  records  which  relate  to  (1)  litigation  or  the  settlement  of  claims  arising 
out  of  the  performance  of  this  contract  or  (2)  costs  and  expenses  of  this 
contract  to  which  exception  has  been  taken  by  the  Comptroller  General  or  any  of 
his  duly  authorized  representatives  shall  continue  until  such  litigation, 
claims,  or  exceptions  have  been  disposed  of. 

ARTICLE  10  -  Officials  Not  to  Benefit 

No  member  of  or  any  delegate  to  Congress  or  Resident  Commissioner  shall  be 
admitted  to  any  share  or  part  of  this  agreement  or  to  any  benefit  that  may 
arise  therefrom,  but  this  provision  shall  not  be  construed  to  extend  this 
agreement  if  made  with  a  corporation  for  it3  general  benefit. 

ARTICLE  1 1  -  Covenant  Against  Contingent  Fees 

The  Cooperating  Agency  warrants  that  no  person  or  selling  agent  has  been 
employed  or  retained  to  solicit  or  secure  this  agreement  upon  an  agreement  or 
understanding  for  a  commission,  percentage,  brokerage,  or  contingent  fee, 
excepting  bona  fide  employees  or  bona  fide  established  commercial  or  selling 
agencies  maintained  by  the  Cooperating  Agency  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
business.  For  breach  or  violation  of  this  warranty,  the  Government  shall  have 
the  right  to  annul  this  agreement  without  liability  or,  in  its  discretion,  to 
subtract  from  the  reimbursement  price  the  full  amount  of  such  commission, 
percentage,  brokerage,  or  contingent  fee. 

ARTICLE  12  -  Equal  Opportunity 

The  Cooperating  Agency  hereby  agrees  that  it  will  incorporate  or  cause  to 
be  incorporated  into  any  contract  for  construction  work,  or  modification 
thereof  as  defined  in  the  Regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  at  41  CFR 
Chapter  60,  which  is  paid  for  in  whole  or  in  part  with  funds  obtained  from  the 
Federal  Government  pursuant  to  a  grant,  contract,  loan,  insurance,  or 
guarantee,  or  undertaken  pursuant  to  any  Federal  program  involving  such  grant, 
contract,  loan,  insurance,  or  guarantee,  the  following  Equal  Opportunity 
clause: 

During  the  performance  of  this  contract,  the  Contractor  agrees  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Contractor  will  not  discriminate  against  any  employee  or 
applicant  for  employment  because  of  race,  color,  religion,  sex,  or  national 
origin.  The  Contractor  will  take  affirmative  action  to  ensure  that  applicants 
are  employed  and  that  employees  are  treated  during  employment  without  regard  to 
their  race,  color,  religion,  sex,  or  national  origin.  Such  action  shall 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following:  employment  upgrading,  demotion 
or  transfer;  recruitment  or  recruitment  advertising;  layoff  or  termination; 
rates  of  pay  or  other  forms  of  compensation;  and  selection  for  training 


including  apprenticeship.  The  Contractor  agrees  to  post  in  conspicuous  places, 
available  to  employees  and  applicants  for  employment,  notices  to  be  provided 
setting  forth  the  provisions  of  this  nondiscrimination  clause. 

(2)  The  Contractor  will,  in  all  solicitations  or  advertisements  for 
employees  placed  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Contractor,  state  that  all  qualified 
applicants  will  receive  consideration  for  employment  witnout  regard  to  race, 
color,  religion,  sex,  or  national  origin. 

(3)  The  Contractor  will  send  to  each  labor  union  or  representative  of 
workers  with  which  he  has  a  collective  bargaining  agreement  or  other  contract 
or  understanding  a  notice  to  be  provided  advising  the  said  labor  union  or 
workers'  representatives  of  the  Contractor's  commitments  under  this  section, 
and  shall  post  copies  of  the  notice  in  conspicuous  places  available  to 
employees  and  applicants  for  employment. 

(4)  The  Contractor  will  comply  with  all  provisions  of  Executive  Order 
11246  of  24  September  1965,  as  amended  by  Executive  Order  11375  of  13  October 
1967,  and  of  the  rules,  regulations,  and  relevant  orders  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor. 

(5)  The  Contractor  will  furnish  all  information  and  reports  required  by 
Executive  Order  11246  of  24  September  1965,  as  amended  by  Executive  Oraer  11375 
of  13  October  1967,  and  by  rules,  regulations,  and  orders  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor,  or  pursuant  thereto,  and  will  permit  access  to  his  books,  records,  and 
accounts  by  the  administering  agency  and  the  Secretary  of  Labor  for  purposes  of 
investigation  to  ascertain  compliance  with  suer,  rules,  regulations,  and  orders. 

(6)  In  t  n  e  event  of  the  Contractor's  noncompliance  with  the 
nondiscrimination  clauses  of  this  contract  or  with  any  of  the  said  rules, 
regulations,  or  orders,  this  contract  may  be  canceled,  terminated,  or  suspended 
in  whole  or  in  part  and  the  Contractor  may  be  declared  ineligible  for  further 
Government  contracts  or  federally  assisted  construction  contracts  in  accordance 
with  procedures  authorised  in  Executive  Crier  1 12w6  of  CL  September  1965,  as 
amended  by  Executive  Crier  11575  of  !•  October  196?,  and  such  other  sanctions 
may  be  imposed  and  remedies  invoked  as  provided  in  Executive  Order  11375  of  13 
October  1  967,  or  by  ruie,  regulation,  or  order  of  tr.e  Secretary  of  Labor,  or  as 
otherwise  provided  by  .aw. 

(7)  The  Contractor  will  include  the  portion  of  the  sentence  immediately 
preceding  Paragrap.n  ( 1 '  and  the  provisions  of  Paragraphs  ;  1 )  through  (7)  in 
every  subcontract  or  p  irchaoe  order  unless  exempted  by  rules,  regulations,  or 
orders  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  issued  pursuant  to  Section  204  of  Executive 
Order  1 1246  of  24  September  1965,  as  amended  by  Executive  Order  11375  of  13 
October  1967,  so  that  such  provisions  will  be  binding  upon  each  subcontractor 
or  vendor.  The  Contractor  will  take  such  action  with  respect  to  any 
subcontract  or  purc.nase  order  as  t.ne  administering  agency  may  direct  as  a  means 
of  enforcing  such  provisions,  including  sanctions  for  noncompliance:  provided, 
however,  that  in  the  event  a  Contractor  becomes  involved  in,  or  is  threatened 
with,  litigation  with  a  subcontractor  or  vendor  as  a  result  of  such  direction 
by  the  administering  agency,  the  Contractor  may  request  the  United  States  to 
enter  into  such  litigation  to  protect  the  interests  of  t.ne  United  States.  The 
applicant  further  agrees  it  will  be  bound  by  tne  abeve  Equal  Opportunity  clause 


with  respect  to  its  own  employment  practices  when  it  participates  in  federally 
assisted  construction  work  provided  that,  if  the  applicant  so  participating  is 
a  State  or  local  government,  the  above  Equal  Opportunity  clause  is  not 
applicable  to  any  agency,  instrumentality,  or  subdivision  of  such  government 
which  does  not  participate  in  work  on  or  under  the  contract.  The  applicant 
agrees  that  it  will  assist  and  cooperate  actively  with  the  administering  agency 
and  the  Secretary  of  Labor  in  obtaining  the  compliance  of  Contractors  and 
subcontractors  with  the  Equal  Opportunity  clause  and  the  rules,  regulations, 
and  relevant  orders  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  that  it  will  furnish  the 
administering  agency  and  the  Secretary  of  Labor  such  information  as  they  may 
require  for  the  supervision  of  such  compliance,  and  that  it  will  otherwise 
assist  the  administering  agency  in  the  discharge  of  the  agency's  primary 
responsibility  for  securing  compliance.  The  applicant  further  agrees  that  it 
will  refrain  from  entering  into  any  contract  or  contract  modification  subject 
to  Executive  Order  11246  of  24  September  1965,  as  amended  by  Executive  Order 
11575  of  13  October  1967,  with  a  Contractor  debarred  from,  or  who  has  not 
demonstrated  eligibility  for,  Government  contracts  and  federally  assisted 
construction  contracts  pursuant  to  the  Executive  Order  and  will  carry  out  such 
sanctions  and  penalties  for  violation  of  the  Equal  Opportunity  clause  as  may  be 
imposed  upon  Contractors  and  subcontractors  by  the  administering  agency  or  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  pursuant  to  Part  II,  Subpart  D,  of  the  Executive  Order.  In 
addition,  the  applicant  agrees  that,  if  it  fails  or  refuses  to  comply  with 
these  undertakings,  the  administering  agency  may  take  any  or  all  of  the 
following  actions:  cancel,  terminate,  or  suspend  in  whole  or  in  part  this 
grant  (contract,  loan,  insurance,  guarantee);  refrain  from  extending  any 
further  assistance  to  the  applicant  under  the  program  with  respect  to  which  the 
failure  or  refusal  occurred  until  satisfactory  assurance  of  future  compliance 
has  been  received  from  such  applicant;  and  refer  the  case  to  the  Department  of 
Justice  for  appropriate  legal  proceedings. 

ARTICLE  ’’3  -  Inspection  and  Maintenance 

The  Cooperating  Agency  hereby  grants  and  conveys  to  the  Government  the 
right  to  enter  upon,  at  reasonable  times  and  in  a  reasonable  manner,  the 
Project  lands  which  the  Cooperating  Agency  owns  or  controls,  including  those 
lands  for  access  purposes,  for  the  purpose  of  inspection  and  for  the  purpose  of 
repairing  and  maintaining  the  Project,  if  such  inspection  shows  that  the 
Cooperating  Agency  for  any  reason  is  failing  to  repair  and  maintain  the  Project 
in  accordance  with  the  assurances  set  fortn  herein  and  has  persisted  in  such 
failure  after  a  reasonable  notice  in  writing  by  the  Government  delivered  to  the 
Cooperating  Agency,  then,  and  in  that  event,  repair  and  maintenance  by  the 
Government  shall  not  operate  to  relieve  the  Cooperating  Agency  of 
responsibility  to  meet  its  obligations  as  set  forth  in  this  agreement,  or  to 
preclude  the  Government  from  pursuing  any  other  remedy  at  law  or  equity. 

ARTICLF  14  -  Effective  Date 


This  agreement  shall  take  effect  when  executed  on  behalf  of  the  United 
Gtates  of  America. 
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CITY  OF  EAST  GRAND  FORKS.  MINNESOTA 


Dated  _  By  _ 

Louis  A.  Murray,  Mayor 


By  _ 

Gary  Sanders,  City  Engineer 


Approved  as  to  legality: 


By _ 

Robert  A.  Matt 
City  Attorney 


UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 


By  _ 

J.K.  BRATTON 
Lieutenant  General,  USA 
Chief  of  Engineers 


Dated 


CERTIFICATE  OF  AUTHORITY 


I,  Robert  A.  Matt,  do  hereby  certify  that  I  am  the  City  Attorney  of  East  Grand 
Forks,  that  the  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  is  a  legally  constituted  public  body 
with  full  authority  and  capability  to  perform  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
between  the  United  States  of  America  and  East  Grand  Forks  in  connection  with 
the  East  Grand  Forks  Flood  Control  Project,  and  to  pay  damages,  if  necessary, 
in  the  event  of  the  failure  to  perform  in  accordance  with  Section  221  of  Public 
Law  91-611  and  that  the  person  who  has  executed  the  contract  on  behalf  of  East 
Grand  Forks  has  acted  within  his  statutory  authority. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  I  have  made  and  executed  this  Certificate  this  _ 

day  of  _ . 


City  Attorney,  City  of  East  Grand  Forks 
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The  Pxoonent/Thursday  March  15.  1984 


East  Grand  Forks  City  Council  Proceedings 


Alderman  Wogaman.  supported  by  Alderman  laFave.  introduced  the  following 
resolution  and  moved  its  adoption 

WHEREAS,  A  Flood  control  project  involving  the  United  States  of  Amenta  and  the 
City  of  East  Grand  Forks.  Minnesota,  is  in  the  dratl  stages,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  proposes  to  perform  certain  work  which 
tails  within  the  work  required  under  the  proposed  ilnod  control  project,  anti 

WHEREAS.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  may 
enter  into  an  agreement  to  reimburse  the  costs  of  certain  work  accomplished  by  the  city 
which  later  is  incorporated  into  the  flood  control  project,  when  it  is  determined  that 
:  such  reimbursement  is  in  the  public  interest,  or  in  lieu  thereof  may  provide  for  a  reduc- 
i  t*on  in  the  amount  of  contribution  required  from  the  city  in  lieu  of  reimbursement  for 
'  coats  incurred;  and  '* 

WHEREAS,  Tfte  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  has 
1  determined  that  crediting  the  city  for  the  cost  of  the  work  the  city  proposes  to  do  is  m  the 
«  public  interest,  and  has  submitted  an  Agreement  for  the  United  States  Government  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers.  VS.  Army,  and  the  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  to  execute, 
wherein  the  United  States  of  America  agrees  to  so  reimburse  the  said  cily  for  the  cost  of 
any  such  work  the  city  perform. 

NOW.  THEREFORE.  BE  IT  RESOLVED.  By  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  East 
Grand  Forks.  Minnesota,  that  the  Mayor  and  Clerk-Treasurer  are  authorued  and 
directed  to  execute  said  Agreement  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  city. 

Voting  Aye:  Mongoven,  Wogaman,  Gorman,  Gander.  Stauss.  UFave 

Voting  Nav;  None 

Absent:  Hanson 

The  President  declared  the  Resolution  passed. 
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Social  analysis  was  conducted  to  assist  in  developing  the  most  socially 
acceptable  plan  and  to  publicly  disclose  the  social  impacts  of  plans 
investigated.  The  analysis  included  a  profile  of  the  existing  social 
resources;  an  attitudinal  survey  of  city  residents;  interviews  with  the 
affected  businesses;  and  a  series  of  meetings  to  develop  scenarios  of 
the  city’s  most  probable  future.  Reports  on  the  methods  and  findings 
of  these  efforts  are  included  in  this  supporting  documentation. 
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APPENDIX  A 

EAST  GRAND  FORKS  SOCIAL  PROFILE 


INTRODUCTION 

East  Grand  Forks,  a  city  in  northwestern  Minnesota,  is  about  72  miles  south  of 
the  Canadian  border  and  directly  across  the  Red  River  of  the  North  from  Grand 
Forks,  North  Dakota.  Situated  at  the  junction  of  the  Red  and  Red  Lake  Rivers, 
East  Grand  Forks  is  exposed  to  frequent  flooding  from  both  rivers. 

In  response  to  local  requests  for  solutions  to  the  flood  problem,  the  St.  Paul 
District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  initiated  this  study  of  the  flood  problem  and 
possible  alternative  solutions. 

As  part  of  the  flood  control  study,  the  St.  Paul  District  has  prepared  the 
social  profile  in  this  appendix.  This  appendix  is  divided  into  two  major 
sections.  The  first  section  focuses  on  the  socio-economic  environment  of  East 
Grand  Forks  and  includes  historical  information,  population  trends,  the 
economy  and  employment,  housing,  and  services  available  in  the  community.  The 
second  section  investigates  the  social  impact  of  the  proposed  flood  control 
project. 


SOCIO-ECONOMIC  ENVIRONMENT 


HISTORY 


During  the  early  period  of  white  settlement  after  the  Civil  War,  the  East 
Grand  Forks  area  was  populated  by  traders  and  trappers.  The  community  was 
known  as  Nashville,  named  after  the  local  fur  trader  and  mail  carrier,  William 
C.  Nash. 

A  tent  housed  the  first  store  on  the  banks  of  the  Red  River  in  1871.  After 
the  establishment  of  the  local  post  office  in  1873,  Nashville  was  renamed  East 
Grand  Forks. 
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The  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Railroad  (Great  Northern  Railroad) 
extended  its  rail  service  to  the  community  in  1 88 1 .  The  subsequent  population 

increase  caused  a  building  boom,  and  in  1887  East  Grand  Forks  was  | 

incorporated.  The  Grand  Forks-East  Grand  Forks  area  has  since  developed  into  | 

j 

one  of  the  Nation's  most  productive  agricultural  areas.  < 

POPULATION  TRENDS  1 

East  Grand  Forks  is  located  in  Polk  County  and  is  the  only  city  in  the  study 
area  (figure  1).  The  townships  of  Grand  Forks,  Huntsville,  Rhinehart,  and 
Sullivan  are  also  in  the  study  area. 
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STUDY  AREA  LOCATION 
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FIGURE  I 


.  1 -s’  r3tes  p ;pul  a  tier.  totals  fcr  Pol*  County,  East  Grand  Forks,  and 
-  ;rs  m  tr.e  study  area  for  ’960,  1970,  and  1  980.  During  this 

•.r  :er.; tne  p  .-pulat  ion  of  Polk  County  decreased  3-7  percent. 

TA3LE  1 

i960,  1970,  AND  I960 
POPULATIONS 


POLK  COUNTY,  MINNESOTA 


%  Change 

%  Change 

1  Change 

*1  ace  I960 

1970 

1980 

1960-70 

1970-80 

1960-80 

P  .  1  r,  7  •  urt  y  36,182 

39,435 

34,844 

-4.8 

1.2 

-3.7 

r i .  - 1  Irani  F :rks  6,993 

7,607 

8,537 

8,7 

12.2 

22.0 

Hunt sv . 1 1 e  Tcwnship  957 

4b  1 

535 

0.9 

16.1 

17.1 

jT'ir.  1  r  T:-wnsr.  :p  -5  9 

357 

275 

37.8 

-23.0 

6.2 

?r,  ur.er.art  Tcwr.sr.ip  220 

416 

98 

89.1 

-76.4 

-55.5 

Sullivan  Tcwnship  20" 

213 

218 

2.9 

2.3 

5.3 

Tr.e  ‘  .0  percent  increase  in  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks  and  the  23-0- 
percent  and  n t.4 -percen t  decreases  in  Grand  Forks  and  Rhinehart  Townships 
during  tr.e  1970  to  1980  period  suggest  the  migration  of  the  study  area 
population  to  larger  cities.  The  decline  in  population  of  these  two  townships 
can  be  attributed  to  current  farming  trends  in  the  area:  farms  are  increasing 
ir.  size  while  decreasing  in  number.  With  the  number  of  farms  decreasing, 
residents  are  migrating  to  larger  cities  for  employment  opportunities. 

ECONOMY /EMPLOYMENT 

East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  and  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota,  f  -re 
regional  trade  center.  The  cities  are  an  example  of  a  met  r  .  :  .  .  • 

working  together  while  servicing  the  respective  States  of  .  •  . . 

is  a  significant  force  in  East  Grand  Forks,  and  the  Ur. i vers  it  / 


UNCLASSIFIED 


and  the  Air  Force  Base  are  significant  in  Grand  Forks.  Agriculture  plays  an 
important  role  in  the  area  economy.  The  diversity  of  the  area  produces  a 
relatively  stable  local  economy. 


Agriculture 

The  flat,  former  glacial  lakebed  that  forms  the  Red  River  Valley  makes  it  one 
'  of  the  Nation's  most  productive  small  grain,  potato,  and  sugar  beet  areas. 

Over  40  percent  of  all  economic  activity  in  the  East  Grand  Forks  area  is 
directly  related  to  agriculture. 

Commercial/Indus trial 


Manufacturing  enterprises  in  East  Grand  Forks  include  processing  plants  for 
locally-grown  grain,  potatoes,  and  sugar  beets.  One  of  the  major  employers  is 
the  American  Crystal  Sugar  Company,  with  200  employees.  Five  firms  perform 
various  potato  processing  and  related  warehousing  functions.  Old  Dutch  Foods 
employs  40  area  residents. 

Retail 


In  Polk  County,  food  stores,  auto  dealers,  and  service  stations  dominate  the 
retail  trade,  accounting  for  52  percent  of  total  county  retail  sales  in  1972. 

Other 


Located  approximately  10  miles  from  East  Grand  Forks,  the  Grand  Forks  Air 
Force  Base  contributes  to  the  economy  of  the  Grand  Forks-East  Grand  Forks 
metropolitan  area. 

HOUSING 


Total  housing  units  for  East  Grand  Forks  and  Polk  County  in  I960,  1970,  and 
1980  are  shown  in  table  2. 
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TABLE  2 

1960,  1970,  AND  1980 
HOUSING  UNITS 

POLK  COUNTY  AND  EAST  GRAND  FORKS 

%  Change  %  Change  %  Change 


Place 

I960 

1970 

1980 

1960-70 

1970-80 

1960-80 

Polk  County 

12,159 

11,456 

13,659 

-5.8 

19.2 

12.3 

East  Grand  Forks 

2,038 

2,282 

3,467 

11.9 

51.9 

70.1 

SOURCE:  U.S.  Census  Bureau 


In  East  Grand  Forks,  37-5  percent  of  the  housing  units  were  constructed  before 
19*10.  The  distribution  of  sound  and  deteriorating  structures  suggests  that 
development  of  the  city  has  generally  followed  a  concentric  zone  pattern, 
expanding  from  the  central  core  areas  toward  the  outer  fringe  areas. 

Two  facilities  provide  low-cost  housing  for  senior  citizens  in  East  Grand 
Forks:  Sunshine  Terrace  and  Town  Square. 

EDUCATION 

East  Grand  Forks  Independent  School  District  595  includes  seven  schools: 
three  elementary,  a  junior  high,  a  senior  high,  one  vocational  center,  and  a 
vocational  technical  institute  providing  cooperative  high  school  and  post-high 
school  training. 

Sacred  Heart  parochial  (Roman  Catholic)  schools  provide  elementary  and  high 
school  education. 

College-level  educational  opportunities  are  available  at  the  University  of 
North  Dakota  in  Grand  Forks  and  at  the  University  of  Minnesota  Technical 
College  and  a  community  college  in  Crookston,  Minnesota. 
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Educational  attainment  levels  in  the  Polk  County  and  East  Grand  Forks  areas 
are  9.2  and  12.1  years,  respectively.  As  a  comparison,  the  median  school 
years  completed  in  Minnesota  are  12.2. 

Table  3  reflects  present  enrollment  for  the  1982-83  school  year  for  East  Grand 
Forks. 


TABLE  3 

EAST  GRAND  FORKS  SCHOOL  DISTRICT  595 
AND  EAST  GRAND  FORKS  PAROCHIAL  SCHOOLS 

CAPACITY  PRESENT  ENROLLMENT  (9/82) 


East  Grand  Forks  595 
Central  Junior  High 
Senior  High 
Crestwood  Elementary 
River  Heights 
Valley  Elementary 
Area  Vocational  Technical 
Institute  (AVTI) 

Red  River  Vocational  Center 


650 

467 

600 

491 

350 

300 

350 

292 

350 

300 

600 

510 

300 

290* 

East  Grand  Forks  Parochial 

Sacred  Heart  Grade  School  730  254 

Sacred  Heart  High  School  300  160 


*  Present  enrollment  includes  East  Grand  Forks  Senior  and  Sacred  Heart  High 
School  students 


The  Red  River  Vocational  Center  student  count  includes  students  enrolled  at 
East  Grand  Forks  Senior  High  and  Sacred  Heart  High  School.  The  center 
operates  as  a  community  cooperative  education  facility. 
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GOVERNMENT 


The  East  Grand  Forks  political  structure  operates  under  a  mayor-council  form 
of  government.  Traditionally,  mayors  are  presiding  officers  of  their  city 
councils;  however,  in  East  Grand  Forks,  the  seven-member  council  appoints  its 
own  president  who  functions  as  a  mayor.  Council  members  are  elected  every  4 
years,  while  the  mayor  is  elected  for  a  2-year  term. 

Major  city  governmental  departments  include  the  Administration,  Municipal 
Court,  School  System,  Police  and  Fire,  and  Recreation.  Primary  sources  of 
revenue  for  East  Grand  Forks  city  operations  include  property  taxes,  various 
fees  and  miscellaneous  taxes,  Federal/State  allotments,  and  utility 
assessments  and  revenues. 

COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

Communication 


East  Grand  Forks  has  one  weekly  newspaper,  The  Exponent. 

Radio  station  KRRK  broadcasts  24  hours  daily  with  a  broadcasting  range  of  120 
miles.  The  University  of  North  Dakota  sponsors  KFJM ,  a  radio  station 
featuring  noncommercial  broadcasting  from  sunrise  to  sunset.  Three  other 
radio  stations  serve  the  area. 

Five  television  channels  are  available  for  residents'  viewing.  Telephone 
service  is  available  through  Northwestern  Bell  Telephone  Company. 

Transportation 

Located  at  the  junction  of  U.S.  Highways  2  and  220,  East  Grand  Forks  is  across 
the  Red  River  of  the  North  from  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota  (see  figure  2). 
During  periods  of  flooding,  the  link  between  East  Grand  Forks  and  Grand  Forks 
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is  frequently  interrupted.  Transportation  within  East  Grand  Forks,  especially 
in  the  Point  area,  is  disrupted  by  flooding  from  the  Red  Lake  River  even  with 
the  new  bridge. 
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Access  to  Interstate  Highway  1-29  near  Grand  Forks  provides  area  residents  a 
convenient  route  north  to  Canada  and  south  to  Mexico.  U.S.  Highway  2  is  the 
east/west  route  in  the  northern  part  of  the  United  States,  spanning  the  Nation 
from  Portland,  Maine,  to  Spokane,  Washington.  Commercial  airline  service  is 
available  at  Grand  Forks  International  Airport,  7  miles  from  East  Granc  Forks. 

Utilit ies 


Electric  power  for  East  Grand  Forks  residents  is  supplied  by  the  East  Grand 
Forks  Water  and  Light  Department.  Natural  jas  service  is  supplied  by  Northern 
States  Power  Company.  The  Red  Lake  River  is  the  source  of  the  water  supply. 
A  wastewater  treatment  system  with  a  336-acre  lagoon  located  3-1/2  miles  north 
of  the  city  services  both  residential  and  industrial  users. 

Public  Safety 

The  city  Police  Department  services  an  area  of  approximately  6  square  miles 
with  five  radio-equipped  vehicles.  The  department  has  18  employees:  an 
Acting  Police  Chief,  juvenile  officer,  detective,  patrol  officers,  and  office 
administrator. 

The  Fire  Department,  with  12  regular  firefighters  plus  42  volunteers  (paid  on- 
call)  provides  fire  protection  fcr  East  Grand  Forks  and  the  surrounding  rural 
area . 

The  East  Grand  Forks  flood-fight  plan  was  developed  through  the  coordinated 
efforts  of  the  city's  Civil  Defense  Director  and  City  Engineer  under  contract 
with  the  St.  Paul  District,  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  Fire  Chief,  serving  as 
Civil  Defense  Director  with  the  assistance  of  Fire  Department  personnel, 
implements  the  plan  during  flood  emergencies. 
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Health  Care  Facilities 


United  Hospital  is  located  in  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota,  just  across  the  river 
from  East  Grand  Forks.  This  300-bed  facility  employs  1,200  (full-  and  part- 
time)  employees;  120  doctors,  950  nurses,  and  miscellaneous  other  personnel 
compose  the  staff.  St.  Luke's  Hospital  in  Fargo,  North  Dakota,  is  available 
for  complicated  treatment  referrals. 

Care  for  the  elderly  in  the  area  is  provided  by  the  Good  Samaritan  Nursing 
Center.  Dedicated  in  1965,  the  nursing  center  was  completed  in  1975- 
Community  residents  raised  a  major  portion  of  the  cost  of  the  119-bed 
facility. 

SOME  SOCIAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

The  profile  of  the  East  Grand  Forks  study  area  social  environment  in  this 
appendix  provides  an  overall  view  of  the  community.  To  reach  a  better 
understanding  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  various  neighborhoods, 
the  following  comparison  of  areas  outlines  certain  characteristics,  using 
aggregate  block  data  from  the  1980  U.S.  Census. 

Limitations  are  inherent  in  most  data  sources.  The  use  of  aggregate  block 
data  permits  a  general  description  of  the  study  area  at  the  block  level  of 
analysis.  Compilation  of  data  from  a  door-to-docr  survey  plus  an  exact 
levee/floodwall  alignment  would  benefit  this  analysis  by  providing  more 
detailed  information,  but  such  detailed  study  is  not  appropriate  at  the 
present  stage  of  the  flood  control  study. 

The  data  available  for  the  study  were  selected  “rom  the  1  9 8 0  U.S.  Census 
Subject  Characteristics.  This  source  provides,  among  others,  the  following 
block  statistics  for  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks:  population,  residents  65 
years  and  older,  owner-occupied  housing  units,  one  unit  and  10  or  more  units 
at  an  address,  and  mean  owner's  value. 


J-A-I2 


From  this  framework  of  subject  characteristics,  additional  characteristics 
were  generated  to  further  define  the  social  character  of  the  study  area,  such 
as  percent  of  senior  citizens  in  blocks  and  mean  owner's  value  grouped 
according  to  flood  control  classification. 

This  analysis  provides  information  about  the  characteristics  of  the  areas 
affected  by  the  proposed  levee/floodwall  alignment,  providing  a  base  of 
information  for  decision-makers. 

The  first  part  of  this  section  explains  the  methodology  used  to  determine  what 
the  social  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  might  be  in  the  East  Grand  Forks 
area.  The  second  part  outlines  the  method  of  classification  used  to  designate 
impacted  blocks  within  the  city.  The  third  part  presents  the  findings  of  the 
social  impact  analysis. 

METHODOLOGY 

Statistics  used  in  this  analysis  are  derived  from  the  1980  U.S.  Census, 
Characteristics  of  Population  and  Housing  Uni*  5,  by  Blocks  for  Polk  County, 
Minnesota,  compiled  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  the  Census. 

East  Grand  Forks  is  part  of  the  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota-Minnesota,  Standard 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (SMSA:  an  urbanized  area  with  at  least  50,000 
inhabitants  that  includes  one  or  more  central  counties  containing  the  area's 
main  population  concentration).  Block  statistics  were  used  to  analyze  the 
social  impact  of  a  proposed  flood  control  project  in  the  East  Grand  Forks 
area.  The  analysis  with  the  Statistical  Package  for  the  Social  Sciences 
(SPSS),  Version  8.0,  used  Breakdown  and  Crosstabulation  programs. 

METHOD  OF  INITIAL  CLASSIFICATION  OF  IMPACTED  AREA 

The  city  of  East  Grand  Forks  consists  of  135  blocks.  The  blocks  were 
identified  with  three  designations:  0,  1,  and  2.  The  designations  were 
determined  from  the  preliminary  alignment  of  the  proposed  levee/floodwall. 
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Those  blocks  designated  as  classification  0  are  areas  where  the 
levee/f loodwall  is  to  be  constructed.  Those  blocks  identified  as 
classification  1  include  areas  that  would  not  be  protected  after  the  project 
is  constructed.  The  remainder  of  the  blocks,  designated  as  classification  2, 
are  areas  to  be  protected  by  the  project  (see  figure  3)* 
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CLASSIFICATION  OF  IMPACTED  AREA 


To  determine  the  classification  of  each  block  (0,  1,  2),  two  types  of  maps 
were  used:  maps  with  structure  numbers  along  the  levee/floodwall  alignment 
and  maps  with  block  numbers.  Classification  0  (housing  units  to  be  removed 
and  residents  relocated)  was  developed  by  identifying  blocks  with  structures 
affected  by  the  alignment.  The  complete  block  was  classified  0,  even  if  only 
one  structure  required  removal,  because  of  the  nature  of  the  aggregate  block 
data  used  for  analysis.  No  estimate  could  be  made  for  blocks  partially 
affected  since  census  data  is  provided  for  complete  blocks  only.  Therefore, 
the  blocks  classified  0  will  reflect  higher  housing  unit  counts  than  actually 
required  to  be  removed  for  the  project.  For  a  breakdown  by  classification  of 
selected  social  characteristics,  see  table  4. 

TABLE  4 


BREAKDOWN  BY  CLASSIFICATION 

CLASSIFICATION  GROUP  EGF 
0  1  2  City 


Characteristic 

(Relocated) 

(Unprotected) 

(Protected) 

Totals 

Population 

1,424 

1,310 

5,803 

8,537 

Blocks 

21 

17 

97 

135 

Housing  units-owned 

404 

317 

1,216 

1,937 

Housing  units-rented 

36 

110 

919 

1,065 

Total  housing  units 

463 

465 

2,539 

3,467 

Single  family 

431 

367 

1,174 

1,972 

10  units  and  over 

0 

33 

722 

755 

Owner's  value  (mean) 

Head  of  household  with: 

$46,500 

$38,900 

$35,800 

$37 ,800 

Individual  member 

55 

79 

576 

710 

Single  head 

24 

39 

187 

250 

Individuals  65  and  over 

98 

88 

772 

958 

FINDINGS 


Classification  0:  Relocated 


This  designation  represents  21  blocks  containing  463  housing  units^)  occupied 
by  1,424  residents.  These  housing  units  will  be  removed  and  residents 
relocated  in  preparation  for  the  project  construction.  Owner-occupied  housing 
units  within  the  21-block  area  have  a  mean  owner  valued)  of  $46,500. 


Classification  1:  Unprotected 

Seventeen  blocks  with  465  housing  units  having  1,310  residents  are  in  the  area 
near  the  river.  These  housing  units  will  not  be  protected  by  the  installation 
of  the  levee/floodwall.  The  mean  value  of  these  owner-occupied  housing  units 
is  $38,900. 

Classification  2:  Protected 


The  remaining  97  blocks  (with  2,539  housing  units  and  5,803  residents)  will  be 
protected  by  the  levee/floodwall  project.  The  mean  value  of  owner-occupied 
housing  units  is  $35,800. 


A  house,  apartment  containing  rooms,  or  a  single  room  occupied  as 
separate  living  quarters. 

( 2 ) 

Data  presented  for  owner-occupied  one-family  units  reflect  the 
respondent's  estimate  of  the  selling  price  of  the  property  if  it  were  for 
sale.  The  mean  value  was  computed  by  dividing  the  sum  of  the  values  by  the 
number  of  owner-occupied  units  for  which  value  is  shown,  resulting  in  a  block 
value . 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS  FLOOD  PROTECTION  OPINION  SURVEY 
EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


► 


► 

) 
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To  summarize  information  which  is  particularly  important  for  policy  decisions, 
these  data  show  that: 

1.  Flooding  is  costly  for  East  Grand  Forks: 

a.  Flooding  is  seen  as  a  serious  threat  to  the  city,  especially  in 
terms  of  economics  and  safety. 

b.  During  floods,  residents  experience  many  costly  and  disruptive 

effects. 


c.  After  floods,  there  are  economic  costs  of  flooding  as  residents 
pay  for  flood  insurance,  move,  and  modify  their  property. 

2.  Flood  awareness  is  inaccurate: 

a.  20  percent  of  the  floodplain  residents  are  not  aware  of  it. 

b.  Some  parts  of  town  are  not  widely  recognized  as  being  in  the 
floodplain. 


c.  Residents  want  more  information  about  the  project. 

3.  East  Grand  Forks  has  drawing  power  despite  floods: 

a.  The  majority  of  people  who  moved  here  as  adults  were  aware  of 
the  flood  threat. 

b.  If  residents  had  to  move  as  a  result  of  the  project,  57-68 
percent  would  stay  within  the  city. 
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4.  The  project  has  support  and  also  some  concerns: 


a.  Most  people  prefer  new  levees/floodwalls,  but  only  by  a  24- 
percent  margin. 

b.  Strongest  support  is  from  residents  who  are  aware  they  live  in 
the  floodplain. 

c.  Concerns  about  flood  protection  measures  center  on  property 
values,  safety,  and  aesthetics. 

d.  Homes  outside  the  levee  should  be  treated  as  part  of  the  plan. 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS  FLOOD  PROTECTION  OPINION  SURVEY 


INTRODUCTION 

The  East  Grand  Forks  Flood  Protection  Opinion  Survey  was  administered  in 
October  1982  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  purpose  of  this  survey  was  to 
establish  a  representative  data  base  that  would  reflect  public  opinion  in  East 
Grand  Forks  on  flood-related  issues.  A  confidential  questionnaire  (exhibit  1) 
was  used  to  collect  public  attitudes  and  concerns  related  to  the  following 
issues  from  97  respondents:  the  seriousness  of  flooding  in  East  Grand  Forks; 
past  flooding  experiences  and  flood  prevention  attempts;  potential  flood 
damage  reduction  measures;  and  social,  economic,  and  recreational  values.  The 
survey  findings  are  being  considered  as  the  Corps  of  Engineers  attempts  to 
find  the  best  solution  to  the  East  Grand  Forks  flooding  problem. 

Some  of  the  major  findings  are  listed  here;  they  are  explained  more  fully  in 
the  body  of  this  report.  The  respondents  as  a  whole  agree  that  flooding  poses 
a  serious  problem  for  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks,  and  78  percent  have 
personally  experienced  direct  or  indirect  flooding  problems  while  they  have 
lived  in  the  city.  The  respondents  do  not  have  a  firm  idea  of  which  parts  of 
the  community  are  actually  at  risk;  for  example,  45  percent  of  those  living  on 
blocks  within  the  100-year  floodplain  answered  that  they  do  not  feel  their 
homes  are  subject  to  flooding. 

If  a  flood  control  project  were  implemented,  respondents  feel  that  those 
affected  would  be  most  concerned  about  safety,  distance,  appearance  (if  a 
levee  is  built),  and  equitable  economic  compensation  for  any  property 
involved.  There  is  no  decisive  agreement  among  the  respondents  about  which  of 
the  proposed  flood  reduction  alternatives  would  be  a  good  solution  or  about 
who  should  pay  for  it,  but  those  who  believe  that  their  homes  lie  in  the 
floodplain  show  strong  support  for  a  levee,  while  those  who  do  not  believe 
their  homes  lie  in  the  floodplain  show  weaker  support  for  a  levee.  Forty-six 
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percent  of  the  respondents  say  they  are  not  currently  receiving  sufficient 
information  about  the  East  Grand  Forks  study.  Those  who  are  not  receiving 
sufficient  information  want  to  be  kept  informed  through  brochures  and  public 
meetings  as  well  as  through  newspapers,  radio,  and  television. 

I.  THE  EXTENT  TO  WHICH  FLOODING  IS  CONSIDERED  A  PROBLEM 

The  first  section  of  the  survey  was  designed  to  find  out  how  serious  the 
flooding  problem  in  East  Grand  Forks  is  considered.  Respondents  showed 
strongest  agreement  with  the  statement  that  flooding  poses  "a  very  serious 
threat  to  the  economic  well-being  of  this  part  of  Minnesota."  The  average 
opinion  score  was  1.77  on  a  scale  where  1  indicated  "strongly  agree,"  2 
"agree,"  3  "neutral,"  4  "disagree,"  and  5  "strongly  disagree."*  The 
respondents  also  agree  with  the  statements  that  "peoples'  lives  and  safety  are 
threatened  by  floods  in  East  Grand  Forks"  (the  average  score  was  1.96)  and 
that  "flooding  is  one  of  the  most  serious  problems  in  the  area"  (the  average 
score  was  2.02). 

In  regard  to  current  flood  protection  in  the  region,  respondents  disagreed 
with  the  statement  that  the  protection  is  adequate  (the  average  score  was 
3.47)-  When  the  four  questions  in  this  section  are  considered  as  a  whole  (by 
scaling  the  four  questions  in  the  same  direction),  the  general  opinion  of  the 
respondents  is  that  flooding  is  a  serious  problem  in  East  Grand  Forks.  The 
combined  average  score  in  response  to  the  four  questions  was  2.20,  slightly 
lower  than  full  agreement. 

In  addition  to  giving  their  attitudes  on  the  seriousness  of  flooding  in  East 
Grand  Forks,  respondents  listed  actual  flooding  problems  they  experienced 
while  living  in  the  city.  Seventy-eight  percent  of  the  respondents  have 
experienced  some  flood-related  problems  while  they  have  lived  in  East  Grand 

•Average  scores  are  the  most  important  single  measure  to  consider  here, 
although  there  may  be  many  people  expressing  other  ("more"  and  "less") 
opinions . 
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Forks.  The  most  frequently  mentioned  problems  are  cracks  in  t 
floors,  or  foundations  (27  percent);  transportation  disruption 
income  lost  because  of  missed  work  or  business  closings  ,3' 
anxiety  (29  percent).  The  average  number  of  problems  xent 
respondent  was  three. 


asement  walls, 
(52  percent); 
percent);  and 
ioned  by  each 


PERCEPTIONS  ABOUT  ACTUAL  FLOODING  CONDITIONS 


It  is  clear  that  the  respondents  consider  flooding  in  East  Grand  Forks  a 
serious  problem.  Their  opinions  are  based  on  their  experience  with  flooding, 
as  well  as  on  their  perceptions  about  the  flooding  problem  in  general. 

These  perceptions,  however,  may  not  be  consistent  with  tr.e  actual  flooding 
conditions  that  the  community  faces.  Evaluating  the  accuracy  of  respondents' 
opinions  about  actial  flooding  conditions  was  another  goal  of  the  survey. 

Respondents  were  asked  to  assess  their  residential  floodplain  "status"  by 
answering  whether  or  not  they  felt  their  homes  would  be  subject  to  flooding. 
Thirty-nine  percent  of  the  respondents  did  not  answer  correctly.  Of  those  who 
answered  incorrectly,  12  percent  feel  that  their  homes  are  subject  to  flooding 
even  though  they  do  not  live  in  the  floodplain,  and  27  percent  believe  their 
homes  are  not  subject  to  flooding  even  though  they  live  on  blocks  in  the 
floodplain . 

When  the  sample  is  regrouped  according  to  whether  or  not  the  respondents  live 
on  blocks  in  the  floodplain,  it  is  clear  that  there  is  greater  misperception 
by  those  who  live  inside  the  floodplain  than  by  those  who  live  outside  it.  Of 
those  living  outside  the  floodplain,  70.6  percent  answered  correctly,  whereas 
54.9  percent  of  those  living  inside  the  floodplain  answered  correctly. 
These  results  mean  that  45.1  percent  of  the  sample  members  who  live  in  the 
floodplain  do  not  believe  that  they  are  subject  to  flooding. 
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In  addition  to  seeking  perceptions  about  respondents'  personal  situations, 
the  survey  also  sought  perceptions  about  how  flooding  would  affect  the  city  of 
East  Grand  Forks. 

To  discover  these  perceptions,  respondents  were  asked  how  often  they  felt  that 
six  well-known  buildings  would  flood  in  an  average  lifetime.  The  buildings 
were  chosen  for  their  diversity  of  geographic  location  and  flooding  frequency. 
The  number  of  respondents  answering  correctly  ranges  from  30  percent  to  55 
percent.  Some  thought  the  risk  of  flooding  was  worse  than  it  actually  is 
(overestimation)  and  some  thought  it  was  less  (underestimation).  The 
breakdown  of  results,  including  "direction"  of  error,  is  in  the  following 
table . 


ACCURACY  OF  PERCEPTION  ABOUT  SOME  BUILDINGS  IN  EAST  GRAND  FORKS 


Building 

Correct 

Answers 

Underestimation 

of  Problem 

( Percent ) 

Responded 

Correctly 

(Percent) 

Overestimation 

of  Problem 

(Percent) 

Sunshine 

Terrace 

11-20 

floods 

59.5 

40.5 

— 

City  Hall 

1-2 

floods 

31.7 

30.5 

37.8 

American 

Sugar 

Crystal 

0 

floods 

51.3 

48.7 

Whitey '  s 

3-10 

floods 

11.9 

54.8 

33.3 

VoTech 

0 

floods 

— 

55.1 

44.9 

Eagles 

3-10 

floods 

16.14 

55.3 

28.2 
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III.  PROTECTION  AGAINST  THE  FLOODING  PROBLEM 


Another  important  goal  of  the  survey  was  to  identify  attitudes  and  concerns 
related  to  protection  against  the  flooding  problem  in  East  Grand  Forks. 

Protection  measures  taken  in  the  past  5  years  were  examined  first.  Of  the 
respondents,  54.6  percent  participated  in  emergency  flood  fighting,  1 6 . 5 
percent  purchased  flood  insurance  (10.6  percent  currently  carry  coverage),  9.3 
percent  moved  to  higher  elevations,  5.2  percent  built  a  levee  around  their 
property,  and  8.2  percent  floodproofed  or  modified  structures. 

Respondents  were  also  asked  their  opinions  on  some  of  the  flood  damage 
reduction  alternatives  being  considered  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Since  the 
questions  varied  in  the  number  of  possible  responses,  the  figures  used  here 
have  been  standardized  to  a  scale  of  0  to  4  for  comparison,  with  4  indicating 
more  concerns  mentioned.  There  was  not  a  great  deal  of  difference  among  the 
respondents  in  response  to  the  various  alternatives,  but  the  levee/floodwall 
proposal  drew  the  greatest  average  concern  response  of  2.0.  Floodplain  zoning 
received  an  average  of  1.9  responses.  Removal  of  homes  received  an  average  of 
1.8  responses.  Flood  proofing  received  an  average  of  1.8  responses. 

A  different  way  of  analyzing  these  concerns  is  to  group  responses  into  concern 
"types"  rather  than  project  alternatives.  Again,  responses  have  been 
standardized  to  a  0  to  4  scale  for  comparison.  "Economic"  concerns  received 
the  highest  response  level,  2.4  responses;  "aesthetic"  concerns,  1.9; 
"disruption"  concerns,  1.4;  and  "social"  concerns,  1.1. 

Specifically,  for  a  levee/floodwall,  over  half  of  the  respondents  said  they 
would  be  concerned  about  its  appearance,  safety  during  floods,  and  impact  on 
property  value. 

If  the  home  were  to  be  removed,  majority  concerns  would  be  getting  a  fair 
price  for  property  and  moving  expenses,  and  the  high  cost  of  financing  a  new 
home . 
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Majority  concerns  related  to  floodplain  zoning  were  the  change  in  market  value 
of  property  and  the  increased  difficulty  of  selling  property. 

Floodproofing  concerned  over  half  of  the  people  in  terms  of  the  appearance  of 
the  home  and  change  in  market  value. 

Respondents  were  also  asked  which  flood  reduction  proposals  they  would 
consider  acceptable  and  who  should  be  responsible  for  funding  a  project. 
Permanent  new  levees  and  floodwalls  would  be  acceptable  to  56.7  percent  of  the 
respondents.  Present  city  levees,  combined  with  emergency  flood  fighting  and 
flood  forecasting  (as  in  1979)  would  be  acceptable  to  33.0  percent. 
Relocating  the  most-frequently  flooded  structures  and  flood  insurance  plus 
flood  zoning  were  each  acceptable  to  29.7  percent.  Raising  and/or 
floodproofing  the  most-frequently  flooded  structures  would  be  acceptable  to 
19.6  percent. 

Permanent  new  levees  and  floodwalls  were  the  most  commonly  chosen  flood 
reduction  proposal  (56.7  percent),  but  support  for  a  levee  is  much  stronger 
for  those  respondents  who  feel  they  live  in  the  floodplain  (80  percent 
support)  and  weaker  for  those  who  do  not  feel  they  live  in  the  floodplain  (41 
percent  support).  (This  correlation  is  statistically  significant  at  a  99 
percent  confidence  level.)* 

If  a  levee  were  constructed  to  protect  East  Grand  Forks,  some  homes  would  be 
left  unprotected.  As  a  solution  to  this  problem,  53*6  percent  of  the 
respondents  feel  the  Federal  government  should  purchase  the  structures,  37.1 

•"Statistical  significance,"  as  used  in  this  report,  simply  means  that  the 
relationship  discussed  for  the  sample  (97  persons)  can  probably  also  be  found 
in  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks  as  a  whole.  That  is,  there  is  a  very  good 
chance  (99  out  of  100)  that  the  relationship  between  (a)  knowing  you  live  in 
the  floodplain,  and  (b)  supporting  the  levee,  will  also  be  true  for  the  rest 
of  the  citizens. 


percent  feel  the  city  should  purchase  the  structures,  1 8.6  percent  think  the 
owners  should  be  required  to  move,  and  11.3  percent  think  nothing  should  be 
done . 

Respondents  were  also  asked  on  whom  the  burden  of  funding  for  flood  protection 
in  East  Grand  Forks  should  fall.  As  with  the  question  regarding  flood 
reduction  proposals,  the  respondents  checked  the  options  they  felt  would  be 
acceptable.  The  responses  show  that  39.2  percent  feel  it  should  be  paid  for 
by  the  persons  protected,  26.8  percent  feel  it  should  be  paid  for  by  all 
persons  in  the  protected  neighborhood,  34.0  percent  feel  that  all  East  Grand 
Forks  taxpayers  should  pay,  1 6.5  percent  feel  all  Polk  County  taxpayers  should 
pay,  21.6  percent  feel  all  Minnesota  taxpayers  should  pay,  and  38.1  percent 
feel  a  project  should  be  paid  for  by  all  U.S.  taxpayers. 

IV.  STUDY  INFORMATION  AND  PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION 

In  order  to  improve  the  public  participation  process,  respondents  were  asked 
how  they  are  receiving  information  about  the  East  Grand  Forks  study  and  if 
they  feel  the  information  they  are  receiving  is  adequate.  Among  the 
respondents,  73  percent  have  read  news  articles,  44  percent  have  discussed  it 
with  family  or  friends,  24  percent  have  talked  with  officials,  18  percent  have 
attended  meetings,  and  1  percent  have  written  letters.  Although  54  percent  of 
the  respondents  feel  they  have  been  receiving  adequate  information,  46  percent 
do  not  feel  they  have  been  receiving  enough  information. 

There  is  a  correlation  between  satisfaction  with  information  being  received 
and  whether  the  respondents  feel  they  live  in  the  floodplain.  Respondents  who 
think  that  they  live  in  the  floodplain  are  more  likely  to  be  dissatisfied  with 
the  information  they  are  receiving  ( 6 1  percent  say  they  are  not  receiving 
enough  information).  Those  who  do  not  think  they  xive  in  the  floodplain  are 
more  likely  to  be  satisfied  (65  percent  say  they  are  receiving  enough 
information).  (This  correlation  is  statistically  significant  using  the 
criterion  of  a  95-percent  confidence  interval.) 
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To  determine  how  the  dissemination  of  information  can  be  improved,  respondents 
were  also  asked  how  they  would  like  to  be  kept  informed  about  the  study.  The 
most  popular  media  mentioned  are  newspapers  (57  percent)  and  radio  and  TV  (43 
percent).  These  information  sources  were  mentioned  equally  by  respondents, 
regardless  of  whether  the  respondents  feel  they  receive  enough  information. 
The  other  two  sources  of  information  that  respondents  want  are  brochures  (41 
percent)  and  public  meetings  (25  percent). 

A  statistically  significant  relationship  exists  in  the  preference  for  these 
two  sources,  however.  Brochures  and  public  meetings  are  more  strongly  desired 
by  people  who  feel  that  they  are  not  receiving  enough  information  but  are  less 
strongly  desired  by  those  who  feel  that  they  are  receiving  adequate 
information.  Newspapers,  radio,  and  TV  are  the  most  popular  overall  choices 
for  the  continuing  flow  of  information,  but  the  people  who  do  not  currently 
receive  enough  information  more  strongly  desire  brochures  and  public  meetings. 

V.  METHODOLOGY 

Sampling  and  Administration 

Data  for  the  East  Grand  Forks  Flood  Protection  Opinion  Survey  were  collected 
through  the  use  of  a  confidential,  mailed  questionnaire.  The  survey  was 
administered  in  October  1  982  and  was  completed  by  58  percent  of  the  sample 
members  (97  respondents). 

The  original  sample  of  225  East  Grand  Forks  households  was  randomly  selected, 
using  random  number  tables,  from  the  Grand  Forks  Regional  Telephone  Directory. 
The  final  sample  size  was  168.  The  reduction  in  sample  size  was  primarily  the 
result  of  rural  residents  who  were  listed  with  city  phone  numbers,  people  who 
moved  from  the  city,  and  sample  members  who  died. 

A  draft  of  the  questionnaire  was  presented  in  East  Grand  Forks  in  September 
1982.  A  stratified-random  procedure  was  used  to  select  test-blocks  that 
represented  diversity  among  demographic  traits  such  as  age  distribution  and 
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socioeconomic  status.  Several  changes  were  made  in  the  questionnaire  to 
improve  the  clarity  of  the  questions.  Several  of  the  questions  in  the  final 
draft  of  the  survey  were  also  used  previously  in  a  questionnaire  that  had  been 
distributed  at  public  meetings  in  East  Grand  Forks. 

The  package  that  the  sample  members  received  in  the  mail  included  a  cover 
letter  of  explanation,  the  questionnaire  itself,  a  mailing  envelope,  and  a 
follow-up  postcard  with  the  respondent's  name  on  it.  To  insure  the 
confidentiality  of  the  responses,  respondents'  names  were  not  written  on  the 
questionnaire.  To  confirm  that  they  had  returned  their  questionnaire, 
respondents  mailed  (separately)  the  follow-up  postcard  in  addition  to  their 
completed  questionnaire. 

Follow-up  reminders  were  used  to  encourage  all  sample  members  to  respond  to 
the  study.  Two  follow-up  letters  were  sent:  one  was  sent  after  1  week  to  all 
in  the  sample;  the  second  was  sent  the  third  week  to  those  who  had  not  yet 
confirmed  their  response.  Follow-up  phone  calls  were  made  in  December  to 
those  who  had  not  yet  responded.  As  a  result  of  the  phone  calls,  extra  copies 
of  the  questionnaire  packet  could  be  sent  to  those  who  had  lost  or  never 
received  theirs,  and  verification  of  the  status  of  those  persons  no  longer 
living  in  the  city  could  also  be  made. 

Representativeness  of  the  Respondents 

A  comparison  of  the  characteristics  of  individuals  who  responded  with  the 
characteristics  of  the  entire  population  of  East  Grand  Forks  can  lead  to 
insight  about  how  representative  the  actual  responses  are. 

The  group  of  respondents,  for  example,  contains  a  higher  percentage  (21.5 
percent)  of  people  over  the  age  of  64  than  does  the  community  as  a  whole 
(around  15  percent).  The  respondents  consist  of  a  disproportionate  number  of 
males  (73  oercent  male,  27  percent  female),  an  anticipated  result  primarily 
due  to  the  sampling  frame.  The  respondents  also  have  more  years  of  education 
compared  to  the  community:  54  percent  of  the  respondents  have  completed  4 
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years  of  high  school  as  their  highest  level  of  education,  compared  to  33 
percent  in  the  community.  In  both  the  response  sample  and  community,  12 
percent  have  completed  some  college  without  getting  a  4-year  degree.  Over  17 
percent  of  the  respondents  have  a  4-year  degree,  compared  with  9  percent  in 
the  community. 

Those  who  have  responded  also  rank  higher  in  occupational  status  (as  measured 
by  Hollingshead's  Index)  than  does  the  community  as  a  whole.  Of  the 
respondents,  41.5  percent  fit  in  the  managerial,  professional,  and 
administrative  categories,  compared  to  20  percent  in  the  community;  37  percent 
of  the  respondents  fit  in  the  clerical,  technical,  and  skilled  employee 
categories,  which  is  the  same  percentage  as  in  the  entire  community;  and  25 
percent  of  the  respondents  fit  in  the  semiskilled  and  unskilled  categories, 
compared  to  43.0  percent  in  the  community. 

A  slightly  greater  number  (10.6  percent)  of  the  respondents  currently  carry 
flood  insurance,  compared  to  the  community  figure  of  9.7  percent). 

The  response  rate  also  differed  between  the  three  "divisions"  within  East 
Grand  Forks:  River  Heights,  the  central  area,  and  "the  Point."  Responses 
from  rural  residents  were  accepted,  but  those  rural  residents  who  did  not 
respond  were  dropped  from  the  sample.  Because  36  percent  of  the  rural 
residents  responded,  they  form  10.3  percent  of  the  total  respondents. 

Participation  in  the  survey,  by  area,  is  shown  in  the  following  table. 
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SAMPLE  AND  PARTICIPATION,  BY  AREA  OF  EAST  GRAND  FORKS 


Area 

Number  in 

Original 

Sample 

Number  Moved, 

Deceased , 

Etc . 

Number  in 

Final 

Sample 

Number  of 

Responses 

Response 

Rate 

(Percent ) 

River  Heights 

102 

28 

74 

37 

50 

Central  East 

56 

9 

47 

25 

53 

Grand  Forks 

The  Point 

39 

2 

37 

25 

68 

Outside  City 

28 

18 

10 

10 

36 

Limits* 

Total 

225 

57 

168 

97 

58 

*  Responses  1 

rfere  accepted 

from  persons 

with  East 

Grand  Forks  phone  numbers 

but  with  residences  outside  the  city  limits.  Those  in  this  group  who  did  not 
respond,  however,  were  dropped  from  the  sample. 

Residents  of  the  River  Heights  area  accounted  for  the  largest  portion  of  the 
final  sample  (44  percent),  and  also  the  largest  portion  of  actual  responses 
(38.1  percent).  Residents  of  the  Point,  who  formed  a  smaller  portion  of  the 
total  sample  (25.8  percent),  showed  the  greatest  participation,  with  68 
percent  of  the  members  of  the  final  sample  from  that  part  of  town  responding. 

Analysis  of  results  obtained  from  the  East  Grand  Forks  Flood  Protection  Survey 
used  SPSS  (Statistical  Package  for  the  Social  Sciences),  version  8.0. 
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RESULTS  OF  THE  FLOOD  PROTECTION  OPINION  SURVEY 


EAST  C2UND  FORKS  FI  OOP  PROTECTION  OPINION  SURVEY 

Questions  1  through  10  ask  your  opinions  about  the  seriousness  of  flooding  in 
East  Grand  Forks  and  about  floods  that  you  may  have  experienced. 

For  questions  1  through  4,  please  circle  the  vord  that  best  indicates  your 
opinion  about  the  seriousness  of  the  flooding  problem  in  East  Grand  Forks ,  in 
general . 

1.  Flooding  in  East  Grand 


Forks  is  a  very  serious  threat 

47.4% 

34.0% 

12.4% 

6 . 2% 

0 

to  the  economic  well-being  of 
this  part  of  Minnesota  .  .  .  . 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree 

Neutral 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2.  Peoples'  lives  and  safety 

37.  1% 

•k 

42.3 % 

8.2% 

12.4% 

0 

are  threatened  by  floods  in 
East  Grand  Forks  . 

3.  Most  of  the  towns  on  the 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree 

Neutral  Disagree 

* 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Red  River  of  the  North  already 

2.1  % 

15.8% 

24.2% 

48.4% 

9.5% 

have  adequate  flood 
protection  . 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree 

Neutral 

Disagree 

Stroogly 

Disagree 

* 

1 . 0% 

4.  Flooding 

is  one  of  the 

28.9% 

49.5%  13.4%  7.2% 

most  serious 

problems  in  this 

Strongly 

Agree  Neutral  Disagree 

Strongly 

area . .  .  Agree  Disagree 


^  *  *vrRA<*e 

5.  There  are  city  levees  in  some  parts  of  East  Grand  Forks.  I_f  those  levees 
did  not  exist,  would  you  say  that  you  would  be  living  in  the  floodplain  (that 
is,  might  your  home  be  subject  to  flooding)?  _  yes  _  no 

41.1%  58.9% 


(Respondents'  answers) 

(Actual  percentages,  according  to  blocks 
included  in  floodplain) 


59.8% 


40.2% 


6.  For  each  building,  circle  how  many  times  it  might  be  flooded  in  an  average 
lifetime  i_f  the  city  levees  did  not  exist: 

See  graph  on  page  - 


Building 

Times  it  mi' 

ght  be  flooded 

Sunshine  Terrace 

0 

1-2 

3-10 

11-20 

City  Kail 

0 

1-2 

3-10 

11-20 

American  Crystal  Sugar 

0 

1-2 

3-10 

11-20 

'.'r.iteys 

0 

1-2 

3-10 

11-20 

Vo-Tech 

0 

1-2 

3-10 

11-20 

Eagles  Club 

0 

1-2 

3-10 

11-20 

7.  Have  you  experienced 

flood  problems 

since  living 

in  East 

Grand  Forks 

7  6*4  yes  22%  no 


S.  Which  of  the  following  have  you  experienced  in  your  present  residence 
because  of  floods?  (Check  all  that  apply.) 

26.8*;  cracks  in  basement  walls,  floor,  or  foundation 

16 . 57.  cracking  or  settlement  in  yard 

16.57.  water  damage  to  house  or  structure 

9 . 37.  water  damage  to  contents  (furniture,  appliances,  personal  effects,  etc.) 

17.57.  storm  water  backup 

16 . 57.  sanitary  sewer  backup 
11,37.  evacuation  from  home 

51.57.  transportation  disruption 

30.97.  lost  income  because  of  missed  work  or  business  closings 
1 . 07.  bodily  injury 
2 8 . 9*4  anxiety,  mental  distress 

13.47.  disruption  to  your  property  by  emergency  flood  fighting 
1 5 .  57.  lowered  property  values 

_  other: 

none 
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9.  What  action,  if  any,  have  you  taken  in  the  last  5  years  to  lessen  the 
threat  of  flooding?  (Check  all  that  apply.) 


s'.  participated  in  any  type  of  emergency  flood  fighting 
i  ^  st  bought  flood  insurance 
q  ^7  moved  to  higher  elevation 
s  built  levee  around  property 

a  flooaproofed  or  modified  structure 

_  none  of  the  above 

_  does  not  apply:  not  in  floodplain 


10.  If  you  moved  _o  East  Grand  Forks  as  an  adult,  were  you  aware  of  potential 
flood  problems  when  you  moved?  35 . 1%  yes  28 . 77.  no  36.2%  does  not  apply 

(Of  those  who  have  moved  to  East  Grand  Forks  as  an  adult  55%  yes,  45%  no) 


Questions  11  through  17  ask  your  opinions  on  some  of  the  alternative  measures 
for  flood  damge  reduction  being  considered  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Although  you  may  never  be  affected  personally  by  airy  of  these  alterantive 
measures,  please  answer  each  question  as  if  it  applied  to  you.  Your  answers 
will  help  us  to  understand  what  most  people  might  be  concerned  about. 


11.  Lf  a  new  levee  or  floodwall  were  built  near  your  home,  what  major 
concerns  would  you  have?  (Check  all  that  would  apply.) 

49.5%  its  distance  from  the  home 

24, 7%  its  visibility  from  the  home 

53.6%  its  appearance 

53.6%  the  type  of  coiistruction  (concrete  floodwall  or  earthen  levee) 
70. 1%  safety  during  floods 
29.9%  impact  on  activities  around  the  home 
64.9%  impact  on  property  value 
other: 
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12.  If  your  hone  had  to  be  removed  because  of  a  flood  protection  alterantive, 
what  would  be  your  biggest  concerns?  (Check  all  that  would  apply.) 

5  2,57  getting  a  fair  price  for  your  property  and  moving  expenses 

-3 ,  3%  finding  a  good  neighborhood  to  nove  to 

-9 . 57  locating  a  suitable  house  or  apartment  to  live  in 

1  ■=■ .  57  maintaining  old  friendships  after  moving 

17. 57  finding  good  schools  for  your  family 

"2.27  nigh  cost  of  financing  a  new  home 

other:  _  _ . _ 


13.  If  your  home  had  to  be  removed  because  of  flood  protection  alternative, 
where~would  you  prefer  to  live  instead?  (Check  all  that  would  apply.) 

19,67.  the  central  area  of  East  Grand  Forks 

23.77.  the  Point  (or  Crestwood)  area  of  East  Grand  Forks 

38 . 17.  the  River  Heights  area  of  East  Grand  Forks 

22 . 77.  outside  of  East  Grand  Forks,  but  still  in  Polk  County 
2 5 , 87.  the  Grand  Forks  area  of  North  Dakota 

4 , 17.  other:  _ _ _ _ _ 

14.  If_  floodplain  zoning  (that  is,  restrictions  on  building  in  flood  area) 
were  actively  enforced  in  East  Grand  Forks,  what  would  be  some  of  your  major 
concerns?  (Check  all  that  would  apply.) 

40,  9%  slowing  of  economic  development 

52,67  making  it  harder  to  sell  property 

61,97.  change  in  market  value  of  property 

35.17.  deterioration  of  neighborhoods 

other:  _ 
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15.  rf  your  home  were  floodproofed  (for  example,  if  it  were  elevated  or 
provided  with  basement  closures),  what  would  be  your  greatest  concerns? 
(Check  all  that  would  apply.) 

3  9 . 8"  appearance  of  the  heme 

5°  .  8~:  change  in  market  value 

2  3 .  9%  change  in  use  of  the  home 

- . 9 ' .  disruption  during  construction  work 

—  a  y  • 

16.  If_  a  permanent  levee  is  constructed  to  protect  East  Grand  Fotks,  some 
homes  will  be  outside  the  levee  (that  is,  unprotected  from  the  river  by  the 
permanent  levee).  What  do  you  think  should  be  done  about  this?  (Check  all 
that  would  apply.) 

1 1 . 31  Nothing,  it  is  the  owners'  problem. 

18.6%  Require  the  owners  to  move  to  a  protected  area. 

37 ,  The  City  should  buy  the  properties  from  the  owners  and  remove  the 
structures. 

53.6?  The  Federal  Government  should  buy  the  properties  from  the  owners  and 
remove  the  structures. 

_  other:  _ _ _ 

17.  Who  should  help  pay  for  whatever  flood  protection  East  Grand  Forks 
receives?  (Check  all  that  apply.) 

39 . 27,  all  persons  whose  property  is  protected 

2 6 . 8%  all  persons  in  the  general  neighborhood  that  is  protected 

34 , o"  all  East  Grand  Forks  taxpayers 

16 . 57.  all  Polk  County  taxpayers 

21.6%  all  Minnesota  taxpayers 

38 . 17.  U.S.  taxpayers 

other: 


J-B-18 


Ser< f  JLUcu5*Un 


£>n 


f' 


As  a  Federal  agency,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  mist  consider  the  impacts  that  its 
projects  may  have  on  prehistoric  and  historic  resources.  To  help  us  collect 
as  much  information  as  possible,  please  answer  questions  18  through  21. 


IS.  Do  you  Know  of  any  areas  in  East  Grand  For*..;  wr.  =  re  . ;  „  can  I 
arrowheads,  pottery,  flakes,  bones,  or  other  artefacts?  I:  so,  please 
describe  the  location  and  the  type  of  artifacts. 


19.  Which  houses  or  buildings  do  you  feel  tap  be  architecturally  or 
historically  important  in  East  Grand  Forks?  Please  give  the  addresses  or 
building  names. 


20.  Do  you  know  of  any  people  living  in  East  Grand  Forks  who  are  considered 
local  historians  or  arrowhead  collectors?  If  so,  please  give  their  nan.es, 
addresses,  and  phone  numbers  so  that  we  can  contact  then  to  help  our  cultural 
resources  study.  (This  information  will  only  be  used  by  our  archeologists 
during  this  study.) 


21.  If  you  have  information  aoout  these  cultural  resources  and  are  willing  to 
talk  with  our  archeologists,  please  check  the  first  item  on  the  accompanying 
postage-paid  postcard  so  that  we  may  contact  you. 


See  discu.es>  on  an  - 

The  city  nay  have  an  opportunity  to  add  areas  and  facilities  to  its  park 
system  as  part  of  the  flood  control  project.  Questions  22  and  23  deal  with 
recreation  in  East  Grand  Forks. 


ZO  V: 


If  the  city  decides  to  expand  its  pack  system,  what  facilities  or  areas 
u  think  should  be  developed?  (Check  all  that  apply.) 


r :< i nq  trails 


areas 


Sv::  _  .  .’>p  3  ..  tBao 


22.7"  flower  gardens 
30 . 97  play  areas 
I S . 6%  ball  fields 
14.47  tennis  courts 


40, 2”  fishing  areas 
43 . 37.  campgrounds 

_  other 

10-3%  nothing  needed 


■h  -  c.  aid  tine  city’s  present  park  system  be  improved?  (Check  all  that 


.argot  facilities 

greater  variety  of  activities 

better  na intenar.ee 

tetter  locations 

other: 


nothing  needed 


Questions  24  through  35  will  help  us  know  basic  information  (age,  education, 
occupation,  and  similar  information)  about  residents  of  the  East  Grand  Forks 
area. 

24.  Do  you  own  or  rent  your  present  residence?  8 3 . 07.  own  1 7  •  07.  rent 

25.  Is  your  present  residence  best  described  as  a  (chec*  one) : 

81.97.  single-family  dwelling 

12.87.  multiple-family  dwelling 
4 . 37.  mobile  home 
1 .  1%  other : 
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26.  Do  you  carry  flood  insurance?  10.6%  yes  89 . 4?.  no 
If  you  do  not  carry  insurance,  why  not?  (Check  all  that  apply.) 
43.3%  not  required 
3 . 1%  did  not  know  it  was  available 
18.6°;  only  buy  it  if  a  flood  is  predicted 
14  ■  4 %  too  expensive 


1  ~  ■  31  not  important 


other : 


average  2 6 . 9%  female 

27.  Your  age  at  your  last  birthday:  50 . 0  years  sex: 

73. 17.  male 

28.  How  long  have  you  lived  in  the  Grand  Forks-East  Grand  Forks  area? 
serage  :  29 . 3  years 

29.  Please  indicate  how  many  years  of  formal  schooling  you  have  received: 


Years 

elementary/junior  high/senior  high  for  a  total  of  _  years  completed  Number 


colleqe/university  for  years  0-8  16.3% 

9-11  7.6% 

industrial/technical/trade  school  for  12.4%  ffifc&rSX  had  some.  12  46.8% 

Some  College  11.9% 

business/secretarial  school  for  93%  years  had  some.  4  yrs  College  5.4% 

Post  Grad  12.0% 

other:  _  for  _  years 


30.  Your  current  occupational  status  (check  one) : 
62.8%  employed  for  pay  or  self-employed 
5 . 3%  homemaker 
1 . 1%  temporarily  unemployed 
2 . 1%  student 
26.6%  retired 

Those  listing  both  were  coded  retired. 

1 . 1%  disabled 


other: 


31.  This  question  deals  with  your  usual  primary  occupation.  If  you  are 
retired,  disabled,  or  temporarily  unemployed,  please  answer  for  the  occupation 
you  normally  were  in. 

N'DN'-FARMERS  FARMERS 

'■.hat  is  (was)  the  title  of  your  primary  How  many  acres  do  (did)  you  farm? 
occupation?  _  _ 

About  what  percent  of  your 
houssnold  income  con.es  (came) 
from  farming?  _ % 

Do  (did)  you: 

What  do  (did)  they  make  or  do?  _ _ _  _  own  the  land  you  farm? 

_  rent/lease  the  land  you  farm? 

Do  (did)  you  own  this  business? 

_  yes  _  no  _  rent/lease  your  land  for 

others  to  farm? 


•.haf  do  (did)  you  actually  do  in  that 
,::?  _ 

■hat  type  of  business  do  (did)  you  work 
for? 


32.  We  wish  to  know  more  about  the  groups  and  organizations  to  which  people 
in  this  area  belong.  Please  check  the  types  of  groups  to  which  you  belong: 


62.9?.  church-affiliated  groups 

20.67.  civic  organizations 

3 . 17.  environmental  groups 
10,37.  farm  organizations 

35.17.  fraternal  groups 

5 . 27.  hobby  or  garden  clubs 

20.67.  labor  unions 

2 . 17.  literary,  art,  or  study  groups 
2  . 17.  nationality  groups 

5 . 27.  political  clubs 


11,37.  professional  or  academic  societies 

3. 17.  school  fraternities  or  sororities 
10.37  school  service  groups 
15 , 5%  service  clubs 

20.67.  sports  groups 
29 . 97  veterans  groups 
2 . 17  water  resources  groups 
6 , 27  youth  groups 

_  any  other  groups  _ 
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33.  On  the  map  on  this  page,  a  "Census  Block  Number"  has  been  colored.  Have 
we  correctly  marked  the  area  in  which  you  live?  _ yes  _ no 

If  an  incorrect  area  is  colored,  please  circle  the  correct  Block  Number  on  the 
map,  or  write  in  your  address  here  (for  block  verification  purposes  only): 

Street  _ 

City /Township  _ _ 

County  _  _ 


Questions  34  through  36  attempt  to  discuss  how  well  people  are  being  informed 
about  the  East  Grand  Forks  study  and  how  the  Corps  of  Engineers  can  improve 
the  public  participation  process. 


34.  How  actively  involved  have  you  been  with  the  East  Grand  Forks  flood 
control  study?  (Check  all  that  apply.) 

73 .  2°,  reading  news  articles 

— .  i'"'  discussing  it  with  family  or  friends 

2  3.”"'_  talKing  with  officials 

1 7 . 5?.  attending  meetings 

1 . 0%  writing  letters 

_  otner:  _ _ _ _ _ 

35.  Are  you  receiving  enough  information  about  the  Corps  of  Engineers  East 
Grand  Forks  flood  control  study  to  satisfy  your  interest?  54 . 2%  yes  4 5 . 8%  no 

36.  How  would  you  like  to  be  kept  informed  about  this  study? 

24 . 7°;  public  meetings 

56 . newspaper 
42.3?.  radio  and  TV 
41 , 2%  brochures 

_  other:  _ 

37.  After  the  1978  and  1979  floods,  many  people  expressed  their  frustration 
and  need  for  a  more  permanent  solution  to  the  city's  flood  problems.  ’What  do 
you  think  would  be  a  good  solution  to  East  Grand  Forks'  flooding  problem? 
(Check  all  that  apply.) 

56 . 77,  permanent  new  levees  and  floodwalls 

33.0"  present  city  levees,  combined  with  emergency  flood  fighting,  and  flood 
forecasting  (as  in  1979) 

24, 71  relocating  most-frequently  flooded  structures 

19 . 67.  raising  and/or  flood  proofing  most-frequently  flooded  structures 
24 . 7%  flood  insurance  and  floodplain  zoning 
other : 
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Additional  carmen  t  s : 


38 . 


Additional 


comments  are  submitted  on  the  following  pages. 


Thank  you  for  answering  this  questionnaire.  Your 
assistance  will  help  us  to  select  the  best  flood 
protection  alternative  for  your  community. 
Please  mail  this  questionnaire  back  in  the 
postage-paid  envelope,  and  please  also  mail  back 
the  postcard  separately  so  that  u>e  can  check  your 
name  off  our  follow-up  list. 


ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  FLOOD  PROTECTION  SURVEY 


FLOOD  EXPERIENCE 

o  I  was  flooded  in  78  and  79  because  a  garage  in  the  basement  let 
water  in.  This  house  was  3  years  old  when  I  bought  it  in  1977 
(never  been  flooded).  I  grew  up  in  Grand  Forks  and  know  of 
flooding  problems  (1965  &  66)!  WHY  was  a  basement  garage  allowed 
here?  I  have  since  removed  the  garage  door  -  (cement)  blocked  up 
the  opening  and  back-filled  with  dirt  to  alley  (riverside)  AT  MY 
EXPENSE! 

o  If  one  of  present  so  called  dikes  (which  are  not  designed  for  the 
job)  breaks,  this  whole  area  will  be  a  floodplain! 

o  Water  treatment  plant  was  subjected  to  water  discharge  problems, 
additional  pumps  had  to  be  put  on  line  to  send  water  out  of  plant 
in  the  treatment  procedure  due  to  water  level  of  river  in  1979. 

o  I  lived  at  home  with  my  mother  in  1950  who  was  a  widow  and  it  was 
heartbreaking  to  see  the  flooding  come  up  twice  in  two  weeks  and 
put  32  inches  of  water  on  the  main  floor  and  stay  that  way  for  two 
weeks.  It  ruined  the  plaster,  hardwood  floors,  doors,  furnace, 
and  in  general  made  a  mess  of  everything.  It  took  5  years  to  get 
everything  back  to  a  general  living  condition.  At  that  time 
nothing  was  done  to  prevent  flooding  of  the  deep  north  end  of 
town;  you  either  moved  upstairs  or  moved  out.  The  only  people 
concerned  were  the  people  who  lived  there.  This  should  not  just 
concern  the  people  of  East  Grand  Forks  but  all  the  county  along 
the  Red  River  and  the  rivers  that  flow  into  it. 

o  In  spring  of  1979  flood,  I  slipped  a  disc  in  my  back  and  had  to 
have  surgery.  I  lost  months  of  work.  This  happened  sandbagging 
the  dikes. 
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o  I  helped  fight  the  flood  of  1979*  Permanent  (new  and  larger,' 
levees  are  very  badly  needed.  Although  the  flood  fighting  was 
very  well  organized,  it  was  difficult  to  keep  ahead  of  the  water. 

CAUSES 

o  The  Red  Lake  and  Red  River  bottoms  are  so  full  of  dead  trees  and 
silt  that  the  levees  have  to  continually  be  built  higher  to  allow 
the  same  amount  of  water  to  flow  through.  Silt  and  sludge 
formerly  dumped  in  the  river  by  former  methods  of  water  treatments 
are  still  a  problem. 

o  One  of  the  issues  raised  in  this  survey,  the  economic  effect  upon 
East  Grand  Forks.  The  economic  base  in  East  Grand  Forks  and  of 
the  entire  area  of  NW  Minnesota  is  that  of  agriculture.  By 
rapidly  passing  water  around  East  Grand  Forks  it  will  cause 
wholesale  flooding  of  surrounding  agriculture  land.  Therefore,  it 
will  only  cause  more  economic  hardship  to  East  Grand  Forks  and 
surrounding  community.  Why  should  we,  who  are  living  close  to  the 
Red  River,  keep  bearing  the  brunt  of  the  burden  of  flooding  that 
is  caused  by  landowners  many  miles  away  who  continue  to  build  more 
ditches  to  rid  themselves  of  unwanted  water  in  the  spring? 

o  I  do  not  have  the  formal  education  that  most  of  you  have.  I  spent 
my  first  21  years  on  farms  in  Thief  River  Falls,  came  here  towards 
end  of  dust  bowl  era.  I  vividly  remember  North  Dakota  from  those 
days.  Look  at  North  Dakota  now  with  all  its  shelterbelts  while 
North  Minnesota  is  constantly  clearing  submarginal  land  to 
cultivation  and  very  few  shelterbelts  being  planted.  Most  of  our 
water  problems  originate  in  Minnesota  almost  100  miles  away  with 
all  its  ditching.  Look  at  Thief  River  Falls  with  its  drinking 
water  problem  a  few  years  back  -  reservoir  filled  with  mud  and 
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mack.  They  bought  a  used  pumper  and  were  cleaning  out  the  muck 
from  the  bottom  of  the  channel  until  the  Government  EPA  stopped 
them  -  such  stupidity. 

IDEAS 

o  One  possible  permanent  solution  may  be  to  dredge  out  the  marais 
from  west  to  Fisher,  Minnesota,  to  north  of  East  Grand  Forks. 
This  could  divert  most  of  the  flood  water  from  the  Red  River  of 
the  North.  Secondly,  do  not  allow  the  farmers  to  drain  their 
fields  when  there  is  a  possible  flood.  Thirdly,  Minnesota  and 
North  Dakota  should  cooperate  on  number  two.  Four,  build  a  dam 
east  of  Crookston.  Five,  stop  the  Minnesota  Highway  Department 
from  building  unneeded  replacement  bridges  in  and  east  of  East 
Grand  Forks. 

o  What  should  be  done  here  and  elsewhere  along  the  river?  The  river 
should  be  pumped  out  -  the  muck  and  where  banks  have  slid  in  - 
removed  -  straighten  most  hairpin  bends,  because  this  river  flows 
north  with  ice  into  somewhat  colder  temperatures.  Force 
shelterbelt  plantings. 

o  As  is  they  have  built  up  the  banks  and  the  river  with  its  water  to 
such  a  high  elevation  during  a  flood  most  of  it  is  above  ground  - 
50  feet  is  tops  otherwise  it  can  come  in  by  the  back  door. 

o  Red  Lake  River  comes  from  the  Red  Lakes  and  Betrorais  State  Forest 
check  dams  -  have  been  out  since  1950's  in  the  forest. 

o  In  addition,  the  further  north  the  Red  River  goes,  the  worse  the 
flooding  gets.  By  the  time  it  crosses  into  Canada,  they  receive 
the  brunt  of  the  water.  If  we  are  the  good  neighbors  we  say  we 
are,  we'd  better  control  the  flooding  down  here  -  after  all,  the 
majority  of  our  flood  is  manmade! 
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o  We  hope  North  Dakota  and  Minnesota  are  working  on  the  flood 
control  issue  as  a  joint  committee/task  force!! 

o  If  the  Corps  comes  along  and  wants  to  put  in  an  ugly  cement  flood 
wall  I  will  be  angry  as  Hell. 

GENERAL 

o  I  feel  East  Grand  Forks  has  done  a  pretty  good  job  of  protecting 
its  residents  from  floods.  Having  lived  in  Grand  Forks,  I've 
found  East  Grand  Forks  to  be  much  better.  Keep  up  the  good  work. 
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AFFECTED  BUSINESSES  IN  EAST  GRAND  FORKS 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  STUDY 

The  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  has  suffered  from  a  steady  decline  in  its 
business  community  for  several  decades,  worsened  recently  by  competition  from 
Grand  Forks,  the  general  economic  conditions,  and  flood-related  effects. 
Efforts  to  renew  the  central  business  district  have  been  mainly  unsuccessful, 
and  some  believe  that  certain  endeavors  have  been  counterproductive  (such  as 
the  closure  of  Demers  Avenue). 

Because  of  this  declining  health  of  the  business  community,  both  the  city  and 
the  Corps  were  very  concerned  about  the  impact  of  the  flood  control  project  on 
the  business  community.  Removal  of  the  threat  of  flooding  would  provide  an 
unusually  attractive  locational  benefit  to  businesses.  Removal  of  floodplain 
restrictions  would  allow  construction  and  improvements  which  presently  are  not 
permitted.  However,  removal  or  isolation  of  some  of  those  businesses  which 
still  exist  could  possibly  end  East  Grand  Forks'  existence  as  an  independent 
city,  leaving  it  as  a  noncommercial  suburb  to  Grand  Forks. 

If  the  businesses  affected  by  the  project  relocated  in  Grand  Forks,  or  simply 
went  out  of  business,  there  would  be  negative  effects  to  the  State  in  terms  of 
tax  revenue,  and  to  the  city  in  terms  of  lost  jobs,  lessened  availability  of 
goods  and  services,  a  greatly  weakened  tax  base,  and  a  blighted  or  abandoned 
commercial  area.  Knowing  what  the  affected  businesses  might  do,  knowing  the 
size  of  those  potential  impacts,  and  knowing  business  concerns  about  the 
project  could  provide  the  basis  for  the  city  to  make  necessary  plans  and 
decisions  related  to  the  flood  control  project.  Providing  this  information 
was  the  purpose  of  this  study. 


METHODOLOGY 


Thirty-six  businesses  in  the  affected  area  were  personally  interviewed  during 
July  1983.  Interviews  averaged  20  minutes  in  length.  The  list  of  businesses 
was  determined  originally  from  earlier  Corps  records,  and  it  was  modified  in 
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Public  facilities  (the  library  and  city  shop  and  maintenance  buildings)  were 
not  contacted  as  it  was  known  that  the  city  had  not  yet  made  plans  for  those 
facilities . 

The  interview  schedule  consisted  of  nigniy  structured  questions,  both  ciosed- 
and  open-ended.  It  was  pretested  in  the  office  but  not  in  the  field.  Plans 
for  the  study  were  coordinated  with  the  city  and  the  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

FINDINGS 

1.  Present  Conditions  and  Future  Expectations  -  The  affected  businesses 
all  lie  very  close  to  the  rivers;  most  are  located  on  the  downtown  blocks  on 
either  side  of  Demers  Avenue,  on  the  river  side  of  2nd  Street  Northwest. 
Several  properties  on  these  blocks  have  been  vacant  for  about  a  year, 
accounting  for  43  percent  of  the  city's  commercial  vacancies  (in  terms  of 
square  feet).  The  importance  of  the  businesses  surveyed  is  reflected  by  the 
number  of  jobs  they  provide,  their  payroll,  and  income. 

TABLE  1.  AFFECTED  BUSINESSES: 

EMPLOYEES  and  PAYROLL 


Number  of  Businesses  36 
Number  of  Employees  424 
Number  of  East  Grand  Forks-resident  Employees  1&8 
Annual  Payroll  $2,868,000 

Average  gross  income  per  year  was  reported  by  categories: 
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TABLE  2.  AFFECTED  BUSINESSES: 
AVERAGE  GROSS  INCOME  PER  YEAR 


Affected 

Businesses 

Number 

Percent^ 1 ^ 

Average  Gross  Income  1 

2 

6? 

0-  $25,000 

► 

2 

6? 

$25,000- 

$50,000 

8 

24? 

$50,000- 

$100,000 

k 

10 

30? 

$100,000- 

$250,000 

1 

6 

18? 

$250,000- 

$500,000 

3 

9? 

$500,000- 

$750,000 

1 

2 

6? 

$750,000- 

$1,000,000 

(1) 


Based  on 


33  businesses  reporting  income. 


The  businesses  were  asked  several  questions  about  their  future  plans.  Almost 
all  expected  to  be  in  the  same  location  (88?),  in  the  same  type  of  business 
(100?),  and  either  the  same  size  (31?)  or  larger  (64?).  One  firm  expected  to 
be  smaller  and  one  anticipated  closing. 

2.  Preferences  -  Several  questions  of  a  hypothetical  or  "what  if"  basis 
asked  what  the  company's  preferences  would  be  if  it  were  necessary  to  choose 
between  moving  and  floodproofing,  and  if  it  were  necessary  to  move. 

When  given  the  forced  choice  between  moving  and  floodproofing,  the  majority 
(66?)  preferred  to  move.  Many  believed  that  floodproofing  would  be  impossible 
for  their  situation;  this  opinion  kept  some  businesses  from  selecting 
floodproofing  as  their  preference,  although  they  did  not  wish  to  move. 

In  response  to  open-ended  questions  about  where  they  would  prefer  to  go  if 
they  had  to  relocate,  a  majority  (65-71?)  of  businesses  r-  orted  they  would 
try  to  remain  in  East  Grand  Forks.  A  significant  loss  (30-36?)  would  occur 
due  to  business  closings  and  moves  to  Grand  Forks,  however. 
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TABLE  3.  RELOCATION  PREFERENCES 
OF  AFFECTED  BUSINESSES 

65$  East  Grand  Forks  only 

15  *  close 

15 *  North  Dakota  only 

6*  uncertain 

Within  East  Grand  Forks,  those  preferences  can  be  further  broken  down.  The 
strip  development  along  Highway  220N  was  seen  as  providing  an  attractive 
location  for  many  businesses  relying  on  high  traffic,  and  many  also  mentioned 
remaining  in  the  downtown  area.  Businesses  were  able  to  mention  more  than  one 
location  of  interest,  in  this  question: 


TABLE  4.  RELOCATION  PREFERENCES  WITHIN 
EAST  GRAND  FORKS 


28* 

Highway  220N 

17* 

Downtown 

8* 

Business  Highway  2 

3* 

The  Point 

3* 

Highway  2  West 

3.  Concerns  -  Concerns  about  floodproofing  focused  on  access  -  could  the 
business  be  reached  -  and  on  adequacy  -  would  it  be  truly  effective.  Although 
many  businesses  were  concerned  with  the  appearance  of  a  floodwall  on  2nd 
Street  Northwest,  aesthetic  considerations  of  floodproofing  seemed  relatively 
unimportant.  This  may  simply  be  due  to  the  conviction  that  floodproofing  is 
virtually  impossible. 
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TABLE  5.  FLOODPROOFING  CONCERNS 
OF  AFFECTED  BUSINESSES 


45% 

35% 

Accessibility 

10* 

Daily  Operations 

28* 

Adequacy 

49* 

21* 

Not  Feasible 

1% 

Aesthetics 

The  questions  about  moving  primarily  elicited  the  overwhelming  concern  with 
"location,  location,  and  location",  for  most  commercial  or  retail  businesses. 
A  few  operations  have  site-specific  requirements,  and  a  few  mentioned  costs  as 
an  important  constraint.  Only  1  business  (3*)  mentioned  taxes  as  an  important 
concern. 


TABLE  6.  RELOCATION  CONCERNS  OF  AFFECTED  BUSINESSES 

75*  Access 

33%  Location 

23%  Parking 

1 9 5t  Building-Specific  Conditions 

19%  Site-Specific  Conditions 

17%  Customers/Clients 

17%  Costs 

6%  Near  home 

3%  Taxes 


While  conducting  the  interviews  with  the  businesses  in  East  Grand  Forks, 
assorted  comments  were  included  in  the  conversations.  These  comments  provide 
an  additional,  broad  perspective  of  this  commercial  community.  The  comments 
have  been  separated  into  four  categories:  general  project  attitudes, 
politics,  engineering,  and  economic  concerns  for  East  Grand  Forks. 
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The  general  attitudes  generated  by  the  project  are  diverse.  The  scale  of  the 
project  is  considered  "awesome."  "That  would  be  a  disaster."  "There  is  no 
way  to  move  Whitey's."  On  a  more  supportive  note,  one  business  said  that  they 
were  sick  of  the  floods  and  might  even  consider  some  type  of  cost  sharing  in 
order  to  get  flood  protection.  Another  business  said  that  they  were  in  favor 
of  a  project  and  wouldn't  resist  any  plans. 

The  comments  related  to  the  political  systems  were  directed  at  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  One  business  maintained  that  the  Corps  is  all  talk  and  a  project 
will  never  go  through.  Another  business  said,  "When  the  Corps  comes  through  - 
you  either  go  or  you  don't",  implying  that  the  locals  will  not  have  much  say 
in  any  Corps  project. 

One  downtown  business  expressed  concerns  with  the  engineering  aspects  of  the 
project.  They  claimed  that,  if  the  present  levee  on  the  north  side  of  Demers 
Avenue  were  built  properly,  no  businesses  would  get  flooded. 

Most  comments  and  concerns  dealt  with  the  economy  of  East  Grand  Forks.  Many 
businesses  were  concerned  about  the  viability  of  the  city  and  felt  that  they 
"might  as  well  just  let  it  flood"  instead  of  constructing  the  project. 
Others  said,  "They'd  have  to  buy  us  out  -  they  couldn't  just  leave  us  out 
here!  They  should  just  let  the  whole  thing  flood  if  they  can't  protect  us 
all."  Some  businesses  had  concerns  that  "the  project  would  kill  the 
downtown."  Another  business  said,  "If  they  put  a  dike  through,  we  know  that 
there  will  be  nothing  here  (downtown)." 

PROJECT  IMPACTS  ON  BUSINESS 


The  effect  of  the  project  on  the  business  community  can  be  evaluated  through 
the  knowledge  acquired  by  these  interviews,  and  through  an  understanding  of 
Federal  laws,  regulations  and  policies. 

At  present,  there  is  no  certainty  that  any  agency  (Federal,  State  or  local) 
will  be  willing  or  financially  able  to  move  those  businesses  on  the 
unprotected  side  of  the  proposed  levee/f loodwall.  If  the  businesses  were 
left  in  place,  with  the  present  emergency  levee  removed,  there  would  be 
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extensive  damage  from  almost  any  flood.  Much  of  the  damage  would  not  be 
repairable,  due  to  Federal  flood  insurance  regulations  limiting  the  investment 
which  can  be  made  in  the  floodplain.  Property  values  would  decline  in 
anticipation  of  this  situation,  and  would  decline  drastically  after  a  flood. 
Following  the  flooding  of  unprotected  structures  it  is  unlikely  that  essential 
city  services  would  continue  to  be  provided  to  the  area,  and  blight  is  a 
reasonable  expectation.  As  this  downtown  area  is  East  Grand  Forks'  "front 
door"  to  much  of  its  region,  such  a  blighted  appearance  would  have  a 
significant  impact  on  the  ability  of  the  rest  of  the  city  to  attract  business. 
The  need  to  properly  plan  for  this  area's  disposition,  and  for  the 
restructuring  of  the  community,  is  being  communicated  to  the  city  and  to 
State,  regional,  and  other  Federal  agencies. 

Assuming  that  this  problem  is  resolved  and  all  affected  businesses  are 
removed,  they  can  relocate  wherever  they  are  able  to.  The  only  data  available 
on  where  that  might  be  is  the  information  collected  during  these  interviews. 
Although  the  business  people  gave  thoughtful  responses,  it  must  be  kept  in 
mind  that  they  had  little  time  in  which  to  think  about  and  respond  to  rather 
unprecedented  questions.  Therefore,  the  data  are  only  a  first  indication  of 
what  businesses  would  eventually  decide  to  do,  if  faced  with  this  situation. 
Using  this  data,  we  find  that  East  Grand  Forks  can  expect  to  retain  22-24  (65- 
715)  of  the  affected  businesses,  lose  5  to  7  (15-215)  to  business  closings, 
and  lose  another  5  to  7  (155-215)  to  North  Dakota  (see  table  7). 
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TABLE  7.  EAST  GRAND  FORKS 
BUSINESS  PLANS:  SUMMARY 


DESTINATIONS 


TOTAL 

EGF 

CLOSE 

ND 

UNCERTAIN 

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 

it  Businesses 

34 

22 

5 

5 

2 

(65%) 

(15%) 

( 15%) 

(6%) 

it  Employees  ^ 1  ^ 

413 

273 

99 

35 

6 

(66%) 

(24%) 

(8%) 

(1%) 

it  East  Grand  Forks- 

resident  employees 

187 

138 

30 

15 

4 

(74%) 

(16%) 

(8%) 

(2%) 

Annual  Payroll^  $3,202,476 

$2,300,496 

$439,980 

$390,000 

$72,000 

(72%) 

(14%) 

(12%) 

(0.2%) 

( 2 ) 

Income  Category: 

0-1100,000 

1 1 

4 

3 

2 

2 

03%) 

(9%) 

(6%) 

(6%) 

$100,000-500,000 

16 

12 

2 

2 

0 

(38%) 

(6%) 

(6%) 

$500,000-$!, 000, 000 

5 

5 

0 

0 

0 

(16%) 

1  ^  Based  on  31*  businesses  reporting. 
(2)  Based  on  32  businesses  reporting. 
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The  businesses  which  plan  to  remain  in  East  Grand  Forks  account  for  more  than 
their  fair  share  of  East  Grand  Forks-resident  employees,  payroll,  and  income. 
Retaining  these  larger  and  presumably  stronger  firms  will  be  very  important  to 
East  Grand  Forks'  survival  as  a  city. 

However,  there  are  still  two  major  questions  for  East  Grand  Forks:  Will 
enough  businesses  remain?  Will  their  new  locations  optimize  the  pattern  of 
business  activity  in  East  Grand  Forks?  These  are  important  questions  which 
are  only  beginning  to  be  addressed  by  city,  State,  and  regional  interests.  An 
additional  question  could  be  asked:  Will  removal  of  East  Grand  Forks'  "front 
door"  business  area  be  harmful  to  the  Grand  Forks  downtown  area?  This  issue 
has  not  yet  been  addressed. 

In  conclusion,  the  majority  of  affected  businesses  would  probably  remain 
somewhere  in  East  Grand  Forks,  but  major  planning  efforts  need  to  be 
accomplished  before  the  political  decision-making  process  proceeds. 
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BUSINESS  OCCUPANTS  INTERVIEW 


A 


Da  te _ 

Interv iewe  r 

ID _ ^ 

Time 


i 


Are  you  aware 
as  chough  Che 
jusc  where  ic 
Che  emergency 
or  mav  noc  be 


chac  Che  CiCy 
ciosc  feasible 
will  run,  buC 
levee  is  now. 
protected . 


and  Corps  are  scudying  possible  flood  concrol  measures?  Ic  looks 
solution  will  be  a  permanent  levee  and  floodwall.  We  don'c  know 
we  do  know  thac  ic  will  have  Co  be  furcher  from  Che  river  Chau 
This  means  thac  some  businesses  and  homes  will  be  in  its  way, 


The  City  and  Che  Corps  are  both  concerned  about  businesses  in  this  area.  Although  a  new 
levee  is  only  a  possibility,  for  Che  future,  we  wane  to  talk  now  to  business  people.  Do  you 
have  a  few  minutes  to  talk  now? 


1.  Does  _ _  own  or  rent  this  building  you're  in? 

_  OWN  (SKIP  TO  •:* 3 ) 

_  RENT/ LEASE 

_  OTHER:  _ 

_  DK  (SKIP  TO  *3) 

2.  W'e  should  probably  talk  to  Che  owner  Chen,  coo.  Could  vou  please  tell  me  who  chac  cs^ 

NAME :  _ 

ADDRESS:  _ 

TELEPHONE : 


3.  (SKIP  IF  GOVT)  Is  this  business  a  Large  Corpora c ion ,  a  Small  3usiness  Corporation, 
a  Partnership,  or  a  Proprietorship? 

_  GOVERNMENT 

_  LARGE  CORPORATION 

_  SMALL  BUSINESS  CORPORATION 

_  PARTNERSHIP 

_  PROPRIETORSHIP 

_  OTHER:  _ 

_  DK 

4.  And,  so  I  have  my  records  straight,  whac  is  your  tide  with  Che  company? 


4 


5.  We  need  an  idea  of  how  large  your  company  is.  How  many  people  work  here,  as  of  July  1? 


6.  Is  chat  about  your  usual  workforce? 

_  Y  (SKIP  TO  -/9) 

_  N 

_  DK  (DETERMINE  PROPER  RESPONDENT,  AND  TERMINATE  INTERVIEW) 

7.  How  many  usually  do  work  here?  _ 

8.  W”hy  is  there  chac  difference?  _  _ 
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■L 


L 


9.  What  is  your  average  monthly  payroll?  S _ / mo 

10.  And  can  vou  estimate  about  what  percent  of  your  employees  live  in  East  Grand  Forks? 

%' 


11.  Based  upon  the  last  3  years,  can  you  give  me  the  letter  (HAND  CARD)  that  represents 
your  average  annual  gross  income? 

12.  Looking  out  to  the  next  five  years  or  so,  would  you  expect  the  company  to  get  larger 

or  smaller?  • 

_  LARGER 

_  SAME 

_  SMALLER 

_  OUT  OF  BUSINESS 

OTHER: 


13.  Why  is  that? 


1  -* .  And  do  you  expect  the  company  to  be  in  the  same  location? 

_ Y  (SKIP  TO  #16) 

_ N 

_  DK 

15.  Why  is  that?  _ 


16.  And  do  you  anticipate  the  type  of  business  will  be  the  same,  in  5  years? 
_ Y  (SKIP  TO  #18) 

_  N 

_  DK 

17.  Why  is  that?  _ 


18.  What  was  it  about  this  site  that  made  the  business  locate  here  originally? 


t 


t 
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19.  If  che  company  had  to  be  either  moved  or  f loodproofed ,  as  part  of  the  flood  control 
project,  which  do  you  think  the  company  would  prefer? 

_  MOVED 

_  FLOODPROOFED 

OTHER: 


20.  Why  would  that  be? 


r 

21.  If  only  floodproofing  were  feasible  at  this  location,  what  would  be  important  concerns 
to  your  company?  _ 


r 


22.  And  if  only  moving  were  feasible  at  this  location,  what  would  be  important  concerns  : c 
Che  company?  _ _ 


i 


TAXES  _ 

_ SUPPLIES 

ACCESS 

_ QUALITY  OF 

LIFE 

COSTS  _ 

_ EMPLOYEES 

_ PARKING 

_ CLOSE  TO  HOME 

STATE  GOVERNMENT 

_ WATER  SUPPLY 

CUSTOMERS/CLIENTS 

_ FLOODPLAIN 

STATUS 

LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  __ 

_ TRANSPORTATION 

BUILDING 

OTHER 

BUSINESS  CLIMATE 

REGULATIONS 

- 

23.  If  the  company  couldn't  remain  here,  what  do  you  think  it  would  do? 
_  MOVE 

_  GO  OUT  OF  BUSINESS  (TERMINATE  INTERVIEW) 

OTHER: 


29.  Where  would  it  move  to,  as  a  first  choice' 


EAST  GRAND  FORKS  BUSINESSES  INTERVIEWED  (JULY  1983) 


Name 

Address 

Phone 

ID  Numbe 

Jack  Anderson  Painting  Co. 

230  3rd  Avenue  SE 

773-0997 

2189 

Dave's  Apco,  Inc. 

Business  Highway  2 

773-2437 

2746 

Eagle's  Club 

101  1st  Street  SE 

773-0132 

2752 

Valley  Dairy  -  Store  No.  7 

142  3rd  Avenue  SE 

773-7255 

2758 

Point  Liquors 

304  1st  Street  SE 

773-3644 

2759 

Stadera,  Dr.  Paul 

407  2nd  Street  NW 

773-7474 

5140 

Dietrich  Sewing  Center 

407  2nd  Street  NW 

773-1922 

15148 

Stylistics  Beauty  Salon 

119  Demers  Avenue 

773-3459 

1 5 1 4  C 

Antique  Lounge 

117  Demers  Avenue 

773-0347 

1 5 1 5  A 

Brownie  Cleaners 

115  Demers  Avenue 

773-1183 

1 5 1 5  B 

Whitey's  Cafe 

109  Demers  Avenue 

773-9021 

1517 

Mike's  Pizza  Palace 

105  Demers  Avenue 

773-2479 

1518 

Duling  Optical 

112  Demers  Avenue 

773-3411 

15193 

Harry  P.  Larson  Insurance  Agency 

124  Demers  Avenue 

773-0777 

1520A 

Lincoln  National  Life  Insurance  Co 

124  Demers  Avenue 

773-11 1 1 

15203 

American  Federal  Savings  and  Loan 

124  Demers  Avenue 

773-9711 

1520C 

Masse,  Leonard  and  Skeen 

124  Demers  Avenue 

773-9729 

1520D 

Gerald  Lucke,  CPA 

124  Demers  Avenue 

773-7411 

1520E 

Brady  and  Martz,  CPA 

124  Demers  Avenue 

773-3414 

1 520F 

Midwest  Vision  Center 

309  2nd  Street  NW 

773-2711 

1521  A 

Osmundson,  Dr.  R.J.,  DDS 

313  2nd  Street  NW 

773-0842 

1 52 1 C 

Advance  Office  Supply 

305  2nd  Street  NW 

773-3421 

152 1  D 

Matt,  Robert,  Attorney 

315  2nd  Street  NW 

773-0333 

1 52 1 E 

Red  River  Shoe  Repair 

311  2nd  Street  NW 

773-7019 

1 52  1  B 

Vaaler  Insurance 

317  2nd  Street  NW 

773-1712 

1 52 1 G 

Galstad,  Irwin  M. ,  DDS 

315  2nd  Street  NW 

773-9788 

1521G 

McDonald,  James  S.,  DDS 
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Name 

Add 

ress 

Phone 

ID  Numbe 

Ferguson,  Ivan,  P.A. 

307 

2nd 

Street 

NW 

773-2323 

1 22 1 H 

Center  Theater 

301 

2nd 

Street 

NW 

773-3162 

1522A 

Golden  Cue  Billiard  Lounge 

303 

2nd 

Street 

NW 

773-3589 

1522B 

American  Legion  Post  #157 

211 

2nd 

Street 

NW 

773-1129 

1524 

Nelson,  Calvin,  Painting 

101 

1  St 

Street 

NE 

773-0083 

21  12 

Kenny's  Auto  Service 

116 

2nd 

Avenue 

NE 

773-0122 

2151 

Spud  Bar  and  Lounge 

217 

2nd 

Street 

NE 

773-9000 

2155 

Jabs  Contracting 

309 

2nd 

Street 

NE 

775-3888 

2 159 

Porta  Mix  Concrete,  Inc. 

Business 

;  Highway  2 

773-3636 

2167 

Wy's  Garden  Center 

Business 

s  Highway  2 

773-0185 

2170 
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A.  INTRODUCTION 


The  general  purpose  of  the  contract  with  SYNERGY  was  to  provide 
facilitation  of  three  public  workshop/meetings  with  selected  city 
officials,  business  leaders,  other  community  groups,  and  general  publics. 

The  contractor  would  review  CORPS  and  CITY  goals  and  objectives  for 
each  meeting,  design  the  most  applicable  meeting  process  to  achieve  those 
goals,  objectives,  and  meeting  products,  and  then  serve  as  meeting  leader 
or  facilitator  at  each  of  the  three  meetings. 

In  the  larger  context,  the  general  purpose  of  the  meetings  was  to 
allow  the  community  to  develop  a  scenario  of  its  future.  This  future 
scenario  would  be  used  by  the  CORPS  to  determine  the  "future  social 
conditions"  with  and  without  a  flood  control  project.  In  addition,  it  was 
hopeful  that  a  secondary  purpose  would  be  completed  in  that  the  community 
would  have  a  better  defined  "futures  scenario"  that  would  facilitate  its 
decision  in  whether  or  not  to  accept  and  implement  the  recommendation  of 
the  flood  control  study. 


B.  MEETING  GOALS 

The  goals  of  the  three  meetings  were  as  follows: 

MEETING  #1  -  17  October  1983 

a.  Develop  list  of  goals  for  the  community. 

b.  Define  problems  and  opportunities  related  to  those 
goals. 

c.  Establish  some  priority  of  these  goals. 


MEETING  #2  -  14  November  1983 

a.  Develop  goals,  problems,  and  opportunities  in  detail. 

MEETING  #3  -  21  November  1983 

a.  Establish  final  priority  of  goals. 

b.  Development  of  objectives  and  strategies  to  feasibly 
accomplish  the  goals. 

c.  Design  action  plan  of  next  steps  in  the  planning 
process. 
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CONSULTANT'S  ROLE 


The  consultant's  role  throughout  the  process  was  to  provide  expertise 
as  it  related  to  group  process,  meeting  setup,  and  activity  designs  for 
meeting  product  delivery.  In  addition,  the  consultant  was  a  source  of 
information  on  other  similar  processes  used  by  other  agencies  and  groups. 
The  CORPS  representative  would  assist  in  the  meeting  process  as  needed, 
be  the  contact  person  for  media  inquiries  about  the  CORPS  project,  policy, 
or  technical  questions,  and  serve  as  liaison  between  city  officials  and 
the  contractor. 

With  the  assistance  of  the  CORPS  representative,  the  contractor  or 
CORPS  representative  would  contact  the  city  clerk  and  several  other  key 
officials  prior  to  each  meeting.  These  meetings  were  to  review  and  obtain 
general  consensus  as  to  specific  meeting  goals  and  objectives  and  current 
conditions  that  might  relate  to  the  study  project. 

The  city  officials  were  to  be  full  participants  in  the  process  and 
be  fact  persons  for  specific  issues  as  questions  arose  during  the  meetings 


GENERAL  COMMENTS 


Following  are  general  comments  about  the  process  utilized,  group 
reaction,  media  coverage,  general  observations,  and  product  and  goal 
completion. 

Meeting  #1 

The  first  meeting  utilized  a  nominal  group  process  (see  Appendix  1c 
and  lg)  as  the  primary  meeting  format  throughout  the  evening.  There  was  a 
short  presentation  at  the  beginning  of  the  meeting  which  defined  that 
evening's  goals,  objectives,  and  work  products,  as  well  as  instructions 
about  the  meeting  process  that  would  be  utilized. 

The  group  responded  favorably  to  the  new  and  different  meeting  style 
with  no  objections  to  breaking  into  small  groups.  Occasionally  there  was 
some  confusion  with  the  small  group  activities  as  the  five  steps  were 
carried  out.  However,  between  the  contractor  and  tne  CORPS  representative 
any  confusion  was  clarified  as  the  groups  progressed  through  the  exercise. 
Enthusiasm  for  the  task  at  hand,  cooperative  discussion,  and  voluntary 
recording  or  scribing  was  the  general  pattern  of  the  participants .  All 
persons  in  each  group  participated.  There  were  approximately  45-55  people 
in  the  first  session.  There  was  good  pre-meeting  publicity  through  the 
East  Grand  Forks  Exponent  and  the  Grand  Forks  Herald  and  information 
informally  and  formally  sent  by  the  CORPS  and  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  to 
preselected  community  leaders. 

The  media  was  represented  by  the  local  Grand  Forks  television  and 
radio  stations  and  newspaper  persons  from  both  The  Exponent  and  Herald . 
Both  newspaper  writers  participated  in  the  meeting  process.  The  TV 
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personnel  were  very  cooperative  during  the  process  and  did  not  get  in  the 
way  of  the  ongoing  nominal  group  process.  They  seemed  to  enjoy  filming 
the  active  and  colorful  format.  The  end  result  of  the  TV  effort  was  a 
60-second  tape/narrati ve  in  the  #6  news  position  on  that  evening's  10  p.m. 
news  broadcast.  In  addition,  the  two  newspapers  had  extensive  coverage 
in  the  next  issues. 

The  meeting  objective  of  obtaining  a  list  of  prioritized  community 
goals  was  achieved  (see  Appendix  le). 

Several  individuals  made  a  point  of  talking  to  the  contractor  after 
the  meeting.  Basically,  all  of  them  enjoyed  the  "new-to-them"  format, 
appreciated  the  listening  and  understanding  provided  by  the  facilitator, 
and  were  somewhat  surprised  by  the  amount  of  information  generated  by 
this  process  in  such  a  short  time.  Finally,  several  other  participants 
appreciated  the  "justice"  of  this  type  of  meeting  in  which  all  were 
allowed  to  contribute  without  domination  by  certain  individuals. 


Meeting  *2 


The  second  meeting  utilized  several  small  group  processes  with  two 
opportunities  for  full  group  participation.  The  second  meeting  partici¬ 
pants  were  those  community  leaders  and  city  officials  who  had  been  pre¬ 
selected,  plus  any  publics  who  continued  their  participation  from  the 
first  meeting.  Pre-meeting  publicity  was  generally  poor  compared  to 
Meeting  #1.  Several  individuals  did  not  receive  summary  information  from 
the  first  meeting.  In  fairness,  however,  all  participants  who  wanted  to 
be  informed  were  to  sign  an  attendance  list  at  the  end  of  Meeting  #1. 

There  was  no  way  of  knowing  whether  their  failure  to  sign  up  or  an  over¬ 
sight  by  the  CORPS  was  the  reason  they  did  not  receive  their  information 
packets.  Attendance  was  approximately  27-30  persons.  The  group  continued 
to  willingly  participate  in  several  activities  designed  to  review  and  set 
priorities  on  the  previous  meeting’s  goals,  to  develop  a  list  of  obstacles, 
and  to  make  short  team  reports  (see  Appendix  2d).  The  goals  for  Meeting  =2 
were  achieved.  In  addition,  individual  participants  were  asked  to  contact 
five  people  during  the  interim  before  Meeting  #3  and  obtain  some  verifica¬ 
tion  of  the  city's  goals  and  priorities  and  any  additional  suggestions 
(see  Appendix  2g).  This  action  was  a  brief  attempt  to  enlarge  the  "sample" 
of  the  community.  During  the  meeting,  the  group  broke  into  three  teams  to 
work  on  the  primary  goal  statements:  "Retail  Business,"  "Industry  and 
Manufacturing,"  and  "Flood  Control /Traffic  Patterns"  (see  Appendix  2e). 

There  was  continued  press  coverage.  Television  crews  filmed  the 
evening's  activities  and  conducted  interviews  with  the  contractor,  CORPS 
representative,  city  officials,  and  several  participants.  There  was 
following  issue  coverage  by  both  newspapers.  Again,  The  Exponent  reporter 
was  an  active  participant  in  the  meeting  process  and  team  activities. 
Besides  completing  the  goals  and  objectives  of  Meeting  #2,  the  groups  were 
able  to  develop  in  some  detail  some  of  the  obstacles  listed  during 
Meeting  *1. 
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Meeting  -3 

Again,  the  third  meeting  was  basically  a  combination  of  small  group 
team  activities,  large  group  review  and  discussion,  small  group  review 
session,  and  a  final  large  group  exercise  for  developing  implementation 
plans.  There  were  approximately  20-24  attendees.  Publicity  for  the  final 
meeting  was  the  weakest  of  the  three.  There  was  no  TV  coverage,  although 
there  had  been  a  longer  TV  feature  prepared  for  viewing  during  the  week 
between  Meeting  #2  and  Meeting  *3.  Both  newspapers  had  reporters  covering 
the  meeting.  Again,  The  Exponent  writer  was  a  full  participant  also.  The 
contractor  could  find  no  announcement  of  the  meeting  in  the  Grand  Forks 
Herald.  There  were  excellent  post-meeting  summaries  of  Meeting  #1  and 
Meeting  #2  in  The  Exponent  and  Herald. 

The  hours  for  the  final  meeting  were  extended  from  the  normal 
7-9:30  p.m.  schedule  to  a  closing  of  10  p.m.  This  extension  was  necessary 
because  of  the  larger  number  of  tasks  needed  to  complete  the  meeting  goals. 
No  notice  of  the  change  or  objections  were  voiced  by  the  attendees.  Team 
members  were  now  given  a  choice  to  move  to  any  working  group  where  they 
felt  their  resources  would  be  needed  to  develop  implementation  strategies. 
In  the  previous  two  meetings,  people  were  asked  to  stay  with  their  origi¬ 
nal  teams.  The  goals  for  Meeting  #3  were  accomplished  with  enthusiasm, 
interest,  and  a  real  sense  of  ownership  exhibited  by  a  majority  of  those 
attending.  After  the  meeting,  at  least  half  of  the  attendees  made  a  point 
to  thank  the  facilitator  for  the  process  used  throughout  the  meetings,  for 
the  lack  of  bias,  and  commented  on  the  exciting  potential  exhibited  by 
what  could  be  accomplished  if  the  city  took  action.  Finally,  they 
expressed  their  pleasure  that  the  city  would  use  this  type  of  solicitation 
process  to  include  members  of  the  public,  not  just  "politicians  and  those 
in  power".  Most  people  expressed  a  willingness  to  take  some  individual 
action  to  continue  this  particular  effort.  Some  said  they  would  talk  to 
others  personally,  review  the  final  report  with  various  groups,  contact 
people  by  phone,  or  present  the  final  report  to  their  own  groups  or 
constituents. 


GENERAL  REPORT  RECOMMENDATIONS 


1.  Contract  Requirements  (3.02) 

"Report  summarizing  the  items  developed  in  each  of  the  meetings. 
Present  conclusions  and  recommendations  on  the  quality  and  usefu1- 
ness  of  the  information  developed  in  determining  future  social 
conditions,  and  general  impressions  and  recommendations  for  future 
action. " 

2 .  Items  Developed  in  Each  Meeting 

a.  Meeting  goals  and  objectives. 

b.  Agenda. 


J-D-4 


5 


c.  Team  tasks  and  work  products  expected. 

d.  Team  or  group  information. 

e.  Final  group  products. 

f.  Miscellaneous  information  developed  during  each  meeting. 

g.  Supplemental  information. 

3.  Conclusions  and  recommendations  on  quality  and  usefulness  of  the 
developed  information  in  determining  future  social  conditions 

Since  no  planner  or  city  official  is  other  than  an  individual 
"valuer"  based  upon  personal  preference,  if  they  are  to  undertake 
community  goal  planning,  the  process  must  be  open  to  the  total 
spectrum  of  values  inherent  within  the  community.  The  key  element 
of  dealing  with  these  values  sets  of  information  is  to  be  open  to 
all  initially,  to  develop  some  process  to  get  a  weighting  or 
priority  established,  and  to  develop  implementation  strategies  and 
illustrate  benefits  and  costs.  So,  in  terms  of  "is  the  information 
of  quality",  the  answer  has  to  be  'yes',  since  the  information  was 
gathered  from  only  those  who  have  the  val ues-centered  information 
about  thei r  community. 

The  information  developed  as  a  result  of  these  meetings  served 
three  basic  functions  and  accomplished  two  additional  informal 
goals. 

The  obvious  function  of  general  goal  development  was  achieved 
by  using  a  good  cross  section  of  the  community.  While  there  were 
not  large  numbers  present,  or  a  "measurable  sociological  legi+imate 
sample"  represented,  a  broad  spectrum  of  values  positions  was 
expressed.  In  viewing  the  raw  data  generated  by  the  nominal  group 
process  in  Meeting  #1  (see  Appendix  Id  and  2d),  values  positions 
such  as  ECONOMICS  (local -regional ) ,  SOCIAL  (quality  of  life,  family), 
and  ENVIRONMENTAL  (protection  of  land  and  water  resources,  water 
quality)  were  expressed.  There  was  an  obvious  skew  toward  local 
control,  private  enterprise,  and  self-sufficiency.  Certainly  the 
city  has  an  excellent  idea  of  what  values  are  valued  and  in  which 
priority.  Also,  they  know  what  should  be  the  primary  thrust  of  the 
local  institutions  in  terms  of  carrying  out  those  values.  In 
essence,  while  the  goals  or  values  statements  are  general  in  nature, 
they  do  give  direction  to  "futures  planning  assumptions". 

Secondly,  the  identification  of  problems  and  obstacles  to 
reaching  those  goals  served  a  useful  function  or  purpose  of  con¬ 
firming  what  many  at  the  decision-making  level  knew  already.  While 
not  new,  the  verification  of  perception  is  a  helpful  planning  tool. 

Thirdly,  the  development  of  strategies  to  implement  the  goals 
and  the  resultant  priority  settings  established  very  clearly  where/ 
how  people  wanted  to  use  their  limited  resource.  This  final 
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functional  result  is  to  me  the  most  valuable  as  resource 
availability  continues  to  diminish  while  demand  increases.  The 
public  throughout  the  country  has  been  forced,  in  the  last  3-4 
years,  to  begin  to  make  major  decisions  in  how  continuing  limited 
resources  will  effect  their  future.  Those  situations  run  the 
gamut  from  revenue  shortfalls  through  developable  land  to  short¬ 
ages  of  potable  water. 

With  priorities  defined,  values  identified,  and  goals 
established,  the  decision  of  trade-offs  is  facilitated,  even  if 
the  city  does  not  want  to  continue  the  "community  involvement 
process--future  planning".  The  city  now  needs  to  develop  some 
detailed  futures  scenarios,  based  on  these  goals,  with  more  detail 
to  the  benefits  and  costs  of  those  choices.  Just  a  mere  extrapo¬ 
lation  of  the  past  will  really  not  suffice  as  the  planning  mode. 
People  need  to  be  involved  in  the  analysis  of  the  benefits  and 
costs  so  that  they  know  the  impacts  of  their  (or  city)  decisions. 

Two  additional  purposes  were  accomplished  as  a  result  of  this 
process.  Public  awareness  and  education  occurred  in  terms  of  the 
flood  control  study  and  the  thoughts  of  others  about  what  would 
be  an  acceptable  future  condition(s) .  Informal  dialogue,  team 
discussions,  and  answered  questions  all  served  to  update  people 
on  the  proposed  plan  (CORPS  study)  and  highlighted  the  decision 
dilemmas  as  to  what  was  at  stake  to  turn  down  or  accept  the  CORPS 
recommendation.  However,  with  many  there  still  is  a  large  data 
gap  about  the  study.  More  information  must  be  presented  to  the 
more  general  at-large  public. 

Finally,  the  process  developed  a  sense  of  ownership  in 
defining  future  conditions.  People  began  to  realize  that  there 
was  a  larger  degree  of  consensus  to  the  direction  the  city  needs 
to  take.  While  there  are  obviously  some  continued  conflicts  on 
how,  at  least  there  is  general  agreement  in  the  three  primary 
goal  areas:  Retail  Business,  Industri al /Manufacturi ng ,  and 
Flood  Control/Traffic  Patterns. 

While  I  will  mention  it  in  some  detail  in  the  recommendat ion 
section,  the  city/participants  must  broaden  their  "numbers"  of 
publics  to  verify  and  gain  concurrence  of  priorities  and  to 
obtain  new  suggestions.  The  public  tends  to  shy  away  from  the 
more  generic-conceptual  planning  stages  and  turns  up  in  droves 
when  one  gets  to  the  specific-location  action  steos.  However, 

East  Grand  Forks,  through  a  series  of  interventions,  needs  to 
verify  the  products  of  this  planning  stage. 

As  a  general  impression,  I  believe  the  participants  in  the 
process  benefited  in  terms  of  volumes  of  information  generated  in 
a  short  period  of  time  (a  mixed  blessing),  a  consensus  of  future 
goals,  awareness  of  the  information  gap  about  the  flood  control 
study,  and  what  it  would  take  to  reach  the  desired  futures. 
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It  was  refreshing  to  see  the  willingness  to  cooperate,  not 
argue,  taking  of  responsibility  by  individuals  for  their  actions, 
and  an  articulation  of  their  concerns  and  suggestions  without 
a  lot  of  defensive  behavior. 

During  the  first  meeting  I  was  a  bit  concerned  and 
apprehensive  about  the  impression  being  created  by  the  table  of 
city  personnel  and  those  who  work  closely  together.  The  joking, 
laughter  about  "inside"  stories,  and  general  behavior  tended  to 
communicate  "nonseriousness"  to  other  groups  in  the  room  about 
the  task  at  hand,  the  evening's  objectives,  and  the  process  as 
a  whole.  Fortunately,  as  the  group  broke  up  into  various  others 
in  the  remaining  two  meetings,  the  individuals'  total  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  rest  of  the  activities  tended  to  dispell  most  of 
that  initial  image. 

The  contractor  might  have  more  details  more  frequently  as  to 
where  the  tasks  or  evening's  goals  fit  within  the  whole  process. 
There  was  not  enough  time  set  aside  for  total  group  give-and-take 
discussions.  I  have  an  ambivalence  about  requesting  so  much  work 
in  such  a  short  time  versus  longer  time  to  develop  more  details 
during  the  team  activity  periods.  The  CORPS  representatives  have 
been  extremely  competent  in  building  a  good  CORPS/Publ ic-City 
relationship.  This  was  achieved  by  their  openness  to  others' 
points  of  view,  willingness  to  listen,  assertiveness  to  present 
a  clear  articulate  answer,  either  when  requested  by  someone  or 
when  they  felt  the  need  to  elaborate  or  contribute.  The  con¬ 
tractor  was  very  aware  of  coming  into  a  community  where  there  was 
a  positive  ongoing  relationship  between  the  community  and  the 
CORPS,  even  though  the  community  may  not  like  the  study's 
recommendation.  All  team  members,  especially  the  sociologist, 
have  obviously  built  this  relationship  by  their  behavior  and 
actions . 

Finally,  while  there  are  a  lot  of  benefits  to  the  process, 
the  danger  is  that  once  this  ownership  and  direction  are 
established  jointly,  the  city  cannot  capriciously  and  arbitrarily 
go  off  in  another  planning  direction.  The  one  key  element  that 
seemed  missing  to  me  was  leadership  to  continue  this  process  from 
someone  within  the  city  structure.  While  all  the  East  Grand  Forks 
personnel  were  valuable  and  willing  participants ,  I  wonder  if  the 
process  will  continue  when  the  CORPS  and  SYNERGY’S  leadership 
function  stops.  That  specific  authority  and  initiated  leadership 
role  must  commence  immediately  and  can  no  longer  be  a  "follower- 
ship"  role. 

4.  Recommendations 

a.  This  final  report  and  all  Appendix  items  should  be  given  to 

each  past  participant  in  the  process. 


j-D-T 
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b.  Some  person  must  be  specifically  responsible  to  follow-up 
this  project  by  monitoring  the  action  plans  (see  Appendix  4e) 
and  reconvening  the  group  for  further  action. 

c.  An  endeavor  must  be  made  to  inform  citizens  in  detail  about 
the  flood  control  study  and  its  recommendations --Not  through 
another  public  meeting! 

d.  A  broader  spectrum  of  "publics"  must  be  informed  of  this 
project  and  current  results.  It  is  essential  to  solicit 
new  ideas,  suggestions,  and  confirm  current  priorities. 

e.  An  all-day  Saturday  session  should  be  held  at  ATVI.  This 
session  would  review  reactions  to  the  report,  display  infor¬ 
mation  (Item  4)  from  additional  publics,  and  develop  in-depth 
detailed  strategies,  cost/benefit  data,  and  allocate  resources 
for  carrying  out  goals. 

f.  Publicity  and  credit  given  to  those  who  have  participated  in 
the  process  to  date. 

g.  Some  type  audiovisual  presentation  be  developed  for  use  in 
disseminating  the  report  and  processing  information  to 
additional  groups. 

h.  A  network  of  facilitators,  information  centers,  and  group 
leaders  be  utilized  in  continuing  the  "futures"  planning 
effort. 

i.  Inform  SYNERGY  of  the  continuing  outcomes  and  evolving 
developments. 

j.  The  city  make  a  decision  shortly  on  the  CORPS  flood  control 
project  recommendations  by  using  a  continued  committee/ 
community  involvement  approach,  other  than  the  standard 
formally  structured  public  meeting. 
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APPENDIX  I 

FIRST  MEETING 
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GOALS/OBJECTIVES  OF  MEETING 

1.  To  identify  future  conditions  for  the  community  of  East  Grand  Forks. 

2.  To  identify  current  obstacles  (problems)  that  impede  reaching  those 
conditions. 

3.  To  identify  some  potential  solutions  to  overcome  obstacles. 


lb 


AGENDA 


7:00 
7:20 
8:20-25 
8:25 
8:25  *) 
9:20  5 
9:20 
9:30 


Smal 1  groups  work. 

Break . 

Large  group--ranki ng  and  instructions  for  last  two  steps. 


p7Tt/tTTTj  . 


Close-- 
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5  STEPS  TO  NOMINAL  GROUP  PROCESS 


1 .  Silent  Generation 

a.  Write  your  response  to  question. 

b.  No  discussion  yet. 

2.  Round  Robin  Recording  (listing) 

a.  Each  person  one  idea  at  a  time. 

b.  Recorders  list  alphabetically. 

c.  No  discussion--just  list  until  all  "pass". 

3.  Serial  Discussion 

a.  Cl ari fy--expl ai n  if  needed. 

b.  Look  for  di rect  duplication. 

c.  Discuss  for  next  step  of  ranking. 

4.  Individual  Ranking 

Will  explain. 

5.  Group  Ranking 


QUESTION:  »1  TASK 

Picture  East  Grand  Forks  20  years  from  now--what  should  be  happening? 
How  would  it  be? 

What  should  it  look  like? 


Try  and  be  specific-- 

About  10-15  minutes  to  write  on  sheets  of  paper. 


J-: 


_  i  i 


Id 


SMALL  GROUPS 

RESPONSES  TO  QUESTION:  =1  TASK 


A.  Population  area--15 ,000.  More  industry.  Business 
retail  center. 

B.  Better  traffic  routes. 

C.  More  of-  a  bodroem-eerntwo-i ty .  Better  streets,  parks 
services,  etc. 

D.  -£xfteftd-4-Bdtts4-fi4a4  &ar k . - 

E.  Better  inform/educate  the  public  living  in  East  Grand 
Forks  vs.  North  Dakota-cost ,  etc. 

F.  Keep  good  education  system. 

DREAMS 

A.  Fill  all  vacant  buildings. 

B.  Fill  White  Mart  parking  lot  every  day. 

C.  Fill  industrial  park. 

D.  Better  land  use  planning. 

E.  Airport. 

F.  Race  track--horse. 

G.  Flood  control . 

H.  Open  Demers. 

I.  Walk/bikt  way  along  the  river. 


Total  Points 

3J 

Z.  -/ 

// 

2/ 

/; 
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Id  (continued) 


Total  Points 


A.  Better  economic  climate. 

B.  E.  Grand  Forks  &  Grand  Forks  work  closely  together 
(states). 

C.  Bus  service. 

D.  Improve  streets. 

E.  Elevators  and  potato  warehouses  removed  to  industrial 
areas ! 

F.  Support  basic  retail  needs. 

G.  Residential  values  equal  to  Grand  Forks. 

H.  Riverside-park-recreational  area. 

I.  Diverse  industrial  and  retail  business  climate. 

J.  Incorporate  surrounding  township  into  planning  &  zoning 
for  future  growth. 

K.  Retail  in  clusters--industrial  secluded  but  accessible. 

L.  All  electrical  power  underground. 

M.  Cut  taxes. 

N.  Residential  in  P.U.D. 

O.  Landscape  in  advance. 

P.  Good  business  district. 

Q.  Water  problem  (river)  solved. 

R.  Move  20  miles  east. 

S.  Park-1 i ke--airy.  Retain  quality  of  life. 

T.  Place  that  provides  industrial  retail  base  &  affordable 
residential  area. 

U.  Attracti ve--parks , 


jf 


JT 

Z 

£ 

4 

£ 


z 

/t 


f 


/ 

4 


/ 
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Id  (continued) 

Total  Points 


A.  Overall  ci ty--busi ness  and  residential--should  be  8 

well  kept  and  attractive. 

B.  Recreational  opportunities  (parks,  etc.),  indoor 
swim  pool . 

C.  More  housing. 

D.  Updated  and  permanent  flood  control.  22 

E.  More  industry-businesses.  £ 

F.  Self-contained  city--own  stores,  industry,  hospital,  /£ 

banks,  entertainment,  etc.,  facilities.  Physical  center 

of  ci ty--businesses  close-knit  group  interested  in  the 
development  of  city  and  activities. 


G.  Local  support  of  local  merchants.  £ 

H.  Improved  sense  of  community  pride  and  feeling. 

I.  More  industry  and  more  businesses  but  centrally  located 
business  area  and  an  area  of  concentrated  industry. 

J.  More  people  involvement  in  community  affairs  and  development.  £ 
(Community  people  seem  to  have  such  scattered  interest-- 
border-town  illness). 

K.  Redevelopment  of  run-down  areas  and  relocation  of  other  3 

facilities  or  areas. 

L.  Minnesota  tax  relief  that  would  encourage  individuals  and  */ 

businesses--and  industry  to  stay  in  Minnesota  and  encourage 

others  to  come  to  Minnesota. 

M.  Good  city  government  and  capable  people  to  run  it.  3 

N.  New  name  of  city. 
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Id  (continued) 

Total  Points 

A.  Good  climate  to  attract  business. 

B.  Expanded  industrial  area.  27 

C.  Business  district  to  be  located  Hwy  220N  &  Hwy  2E.  ^ 

D.  More  processing  plants  to  handle  RRV  products.  7 

E.  Indoor  running  track. 

F.  Promote  new  business  with  easy  access  to  center  area.  £ 

G.  No  flood  problems.  / 7 

H.  Industrial  center  for  Ag-related  industries.  ' 2- 

I.  Dome  over  entire  city. 

J.  No  need  of  Grand  Forks  as  far  as  business  is  concerned.  -3 

K.  NE  rental  areas  decrease  &  residential  areas  prevail. 

L.  Open  up  gambling  like  good  ol '  days. 

M.  Indoor  pool .  z- 

N.  Revitalize  business  district.  * 

O.  Race  tracks,  casino  &  convention/visitors  center. 

P.  Be  larger  than  Grand  Forks. 

Q.  Stronger  public  &  private  education.  £ 

R.  Recreational  area  utilizing  the  Red  &  Red  Lake  rivers.  1 

S.  Bike  trail  throughout  town.  -? 

T.  Steadily  decreasing  per  capita  income. 

U.  Center  for  international  marketing. 

V.  Historical  center  downtown. 

W.  Airport. 

(continued) 
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Id 

(continued) 

Total  Points 

X. 

Higher  %  of  townhomes  to  single  family  homes. 

Y. 

Senior  citizens'  center. 

Z. 

Metropolitan  transit  system. 

/ 

aa. 

Wind  turbine  electrical  generation  farm. 

bb. 

Hydroelectric  power  plant. 

cc. 

Spillway  on  riverside  dam. 

dd. 

Dredge  Red  River. 

ee. 

Garbage-burning  power  plant. 

ff. 

Sugar  beet  plant  converted  to  bio-mass  processing  plant. 

2 

gg. 

Center  for  the  performing  arts. 

/ 

hh. 

Auto  city  services. 

J-D-16 
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Id  (continued) 

Total 

A.  Better  1 ighting--city  streets  &  industrial  area. 

B.  Full  development  of  shopping  center  in  downtown  area. 

C.  Rejuvenate  downtown  area. 

D.  Open  DeMers  Ave. 

E.  Invite  more  manufacturing  &  industry. 

F.  Offer  more  services  for  area  farmers. 

G.  Encourage  small  busi nesses--both  present  &  new. 

H.  Have  a  traditional  downtown  area. 

I.  Encourage  growth  in  population. 

J.  Better  parking. 

K.  Maint. --police,  fire,  water,  sanitation,  &  education 
services--with  population  growth. 

L.  Combine  indoor  Olympic  swimming  pool  &  auditorium. 

M.  Have  a  tent  &  trailer  campground. 

N.  Tear  down  apartments  in -flood  area. 

blighted  area. 

O.  Satai a  educational  'facilities  &  standards  with  the  - 
population  growth. 

P.  Have  testing  &  development  for  new  uses--AG.  products. 

Q.  Remove  old  &  obsolete  buildings  on  DeMers. 

R.  Large  office  building  &  people  to  fill  it. 

S.  Permanent  flood  control  without  removing  housing  or 
businesses . 

T.  Rebuild  what  was  destroyed  by  the  white  elephant. 
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Points 

4 

n 

/2. 

Z 

/<£> 

3 

t4 

J3 

// 

o 

o 

4 

5 

2. 

tr- 

£ 

o 

a 

<1 


18 


Id  (continued) 


Total  Points 


A.  Need  family  residential  rental  units  with  playground 
&  off-street  parking. 


C.  Need  new  retail  business--for  added  tax  base. 

(Examples:  clothing/shoe  stores.) 

D.  Need  citizen  cooperation--working  together  (i.e.,  new 
hockey  rink). 

E.  Easy  flowing--central ized  traffic--open  DeMers  & 
protect  residential. 

F.  Increase  population  (12,000).  Help  AUTI  become  largest 
in  Minn. 


G.  Be  certain  all  dwellings  are  built  to  standards. 


I.  Build  auditorium. 


J.  Build  auditorium  &  indoor  swimming  pool  at  High  School. 

K.  Build  another  East  Grand  Forks  motel. 

L.  Emphasize  posi ti ve  publ i ci ty-- (not  negative). 

M.  Encourage  city  officials  to  be  knowledgeable  and  to 
communicate  effectively--get  more  people  involved! 

N.  Expand  industrial  park  to  K)  solid  businesses  including 
agriculture  processing. 

O.  More  specific  zoning--R-l,  R-3,  etc. 

P.  Expand  cooperation  with  UND--reciprocity. 

Q.  Develop  tax  breaks  for  new  business  &  individuals. 

R.  Continue  good  city  parks--develop  all  parks. 


i 

£ 

tZ 

z 

>z 

4 

3 
1 

4 

z 


Id  (continued) 


U. 

V. 

W. 

X. 

Y. 

Z. 


aa. 


bb. 


cc. 


dd. 


ee. 


ff. 


99- 
hh. 
i  i . 
jj. 


Expand  computer  education. 

Continue  excellence  in  East  Grand  Forks  schools. 

Provide  opportunities  for  East  Grand  Forks  youth 
to  stay. 

Continue  ecumenical  spirit  in  East  Grand  Forks. 

Encourage  community  pride. 

Keep  attractive  utility  rates. 

-trua^-o-pat£erns  S/B -deve-l-oped  to--p-ret»o4.--r-#s-i-den-t-i-al — 
■areas-; — 

Mark  lot  lines  with  permanent  markers. 

Continue  to  support  existing  businesses. 

Develop  volunteer  programs. 

Develop  day  care  centers. 

Attract  more  non-1  iquo’*  businesses. 

Explore  public  bussing. 

■Bui Id -future . bridges  s-o-r iver-  -can  be  seen  whee  crossing. 

Create  walking  path  along  river. 

Create  a  community  attraction. 


Continue  excellence  in  schools. 
Attract  more  non-liquor  businesses. 


Id  (continued) 


Total  Points 


-stores — 

A.  Need  more  retail  outlets. - 

B.  Oevelop  Kimbles  outlots.  Problem  running  street. 

C.  Population  20-30,000  people. 

D.  Develop  large  industrial  park. 

E.  Have  our  own  airport. 

F.  .  Create  more  jobs-r- 

G.  — -for- more  -job»T— 

H.  Move  whole  town  out  of  flood  plain. 

I .  -£orop-l-et-e---c-e-tai-l  and  4 r.dustr-ial  -bus-ines-s-  &-publ-i.c — 

services-. — 

J.  More  land  for  parks  of  family  recreational  type. 

K.  Completely  independent  with  sufficient  retail  &  industry, 
public  facilities  &  service  for  more  jobs. 

L.  Senior  citizen  center. - 

M.  Exclusive  plans  for  celebrating  centennial  &  promoting 
East  Grand  Forks. 

N.  Domed  city. 

O.  Complete  flood  protection. 

P.  --Population  25,000. . 

Q.  Better  clean-up  for  the  city. 

R.  District  heating  system  using  garbage. 

S.  Make  rivers  more  attractive. 

T.  City  protected  from  -flooding. — 

U.  'We  should  hove  o  large  indust-niaT  park. — 


£ 

«/ 

L 


<? 


2 

// 


/O 


z 

z 


(continued) 
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Id 

( cont i nued ' 

Total  Points 

V. 

Larger  1 i brary--more  schools. 

w. 

Historical  center. 

X. 

Community  hospital  &  medical  center. 

/3 

z. 

Little  or  no  unemployment!! 

1  Dial-a-ride. 

aa.  - 
1 

Better  transportation 
(buses,  taxi,  mass  transit). 

/D 

bb. 

Exclusive  tourist  attraction  for  summer  &  winter. 

cc. 

Rename  city--Nashville  of  the  North. 

dd. 

Rocket  port  for  outer  space  travelers. 

ee. 

Family  caring  for  our  seniors. 

ff. 

More  community  involvement  &  awareness. 

99- 

Covered  swimming  pool.  Community  center  development 
with  senior  center  centrally  located. 

& 

hh. 

Affordable  housing. 

i 
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SMALL  GROUPS  -  TOP  FIVE 
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SUMMARY  SHEET  IN  PRIORITY  ORDER 

Poi nts 

1.  Good  climate  to  attract  business .  52 

2.  Population  area--15,000.  More  industry. 

Business  retail  center  .  34 

3.  Completely  independent  with  sufficient  retail 

and  industrial  businesses,  public  facilities 

&  service  for  more  jobs .  25 

4.  Encourage  population  growth  .  23 

5.  Encourage  small  businesses--both  present  &  new  .  21 

6.  No  flood  problems .  21 

7.  Updated  permanent  flood  control  .  20 

8.  Expanded  industrial  area  .  . .  16 

9.  Industrial  center  for  AG-related  industries  .  15 

10.  Move  entire  town  out  of  flood  plain .  13 

11.  Good  business  district .  13 

12.  Community  hospital  &  medical  center  .  12 

13.  Better  educate  or  inform  the  public  .  11 

14.  Overall  city--business  and  residential  should 

be  well  kept,  well  planned,  and  attractive .  11 

15.  Self-contained  city--own  stores,  industry, 

health  care  facilities,  banks,  entertainment-- 
physical  center  of  city-~close-knit  group  of 

business  &  industrial  people  .  11 

16.  Develop  tax  breaks  for  new  business .  10 

17.  Invite  more  manufacturing  and  industry  .  9 

18.  Create  easy  flowing  traffic--open  DeMers--protect 

residential  areas  from  heavy  traffic  .  9 

19.  Cut  taxes .  9 

20.  Better  traffic  routes  .  9 

21.  Rejuvenate  downtown  area  .  8 

22.  Keep  good  education  system .  7 

23.  Better  transportation  (mass  transit),  buses,  taxies  .  7 

24.  Encourage  citizen  cooperation  projects  .  7 

25.  More  processing  plants  to  handle  R.R.V.  products  .  6 

26.  Build  auditorium  at  High  School  .  6 

27.  Complete  flood  protection  .  4 

28.  Incorporate  surrounding  townships  into  planning 

&  zoning  .  4 

29.  More  industry  and  business .  3 

30.  Continue  excellence  in  East  Grand  Forks  schools  .  2 

31.  Full  development  of  shopping  center  in  downtown  area  .  2 

32.  Improved  sense  of  community  pride  and  concern  .  2 

33.  Bus  service .  1 

34.  Attract  new  retail  businesses--clothing,  shoes,  etc .  0 

35.  Improve  residential  &  economic  values  .  0 

36.  Replace/move  potato  &  elevators  to  industrial  area  .  0 

37.  Better  streets,  parks,  services  .  0 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS  -  20-YEAR  GOALS 
(As  Developed  10-17-83) 


GOAL:  MORE  BUSINESS  (95  POINTS) 

Items 

Good  climate  to  attract  business 

Develop  tax  breaks  for  new  business 

Invite  more  manufac curing  and  industry 

Attract  new  retail  businesses--clothing,  shoes,  etc 

Encourage  small  businesses- -both  present  &  new 

More  industry  and  business 

GOAL:  INDUSTRY  (37  POINTS) 

Items 

Expanded  industrial  area 

Industrial  center  for  AG-related  industries 
More  processing  plants  to  handle  R.R.V.  product 

GOAL:  DOWNTOWN  (23  POINTS) 

Items 

Rejuvenate  downtown  area 

Full  development  of  shopping  center  in  downtown  area 
Good  business  district 

GOAL:  POPULATION  GROWTH  (57  POINTS) 

Items 

Population  area-- 15 , 000 .  More  industry. 

Business  retail  center 
Encourage  population  growth 

GOAL:  SELF  SUFFICIENCY  (58  POINTS) 

I  terns 

Completely  independent  with  sufficient  retail  and 
industrial  businesses,  public  facilities  and 
service  for  more  jobs 

Self-contained  city--own  stores,  industry,  health 
care  facilities,  banks,  enter tainmenfphv s i cal 
center  of  c i ty--c lose-knit  group  of  business 
and  industrial  people 
Build  auditorium  at  High  School 
Community  hospital  and  medical  center 
Incorporate  surrounding  townships  into  planning 
and  zoning 

GOAL:  COMMUNITY  PRIDE  (20  POINTS) 

I  terns 

Overall  ci ty--bus iness  and  residential  should  be 
well  kept,  well  planned,  and  attractive 
Improve  residential  and  economic  values 
Improved  sense  of  community  pride  and  concern 
Encourage  citizen  cooperation  projects 
Replace/move  potato  and  elevators  to  industrial  area 


Rank  Points 

1  52 

16  10 

17  9 

34  0 

5  21 

29  3 


Rank  Points 

8  16 

9  15 

25  6 


Rank  Points 

21  8 

31  2 

11  13 


Rank  Points 

2  34 

4  23 


Rank  Points 


3  25 


15  11 

26  6 

12  12 

28  4 


Rank  Points 

14  11 

35  0 

22  2 

36  0 
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GOAL:  TRANSPORTATION  (26  POINTS) 

I  terns 

Better  streets,  parks,  services 
Better  traffic  routes 

Create  easy  flowing  traf f ic--oper.  DeMers--protect 
residential  areas  from  heavy  traffic 
Better  transportation  (mass  transit),  buses,  taxies 
Bus  service 

COAL:  EDUCATION  (20  POINTS) 

Item 

Continue  excellence  in  East  Grand  Forks  schools 

Keep  good  education  system 

Better  educate  or  inform  the  public 

GOAL:  TAXATION  (9  POINTS) 

I  terns 
Cut  taxes 

GOAL;  FLOOD  CONTROL  (58  POINTS) 

Items 

No  flood  problems 

Move  entire  town  out  of  flood  plain 
Update  permanent  flood  control 
Complete  flood  protection 


Rank  Points 

37  0 

20  9 

18  9 

23  7 

33  1 


Rank  Points 

30  2 

22  7 

13  11 


Rank  Points 

19  9 


Rank  Points 

6  21 

10  13 

7  20 

27  U 
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REPLY  TO 
ATTENTION  OF: 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
ST  PAUL  DISTRICT  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
1135  U  S  POST  OFFICE  &  CUSTOM  HOUSE 

st  paul  Minnesota  55101 


17.  You  helped  g( 
ambitious.  The  sev 

Also  attached 
is  represented.  My 
out:  economic  goal 


These  goals  will  be  the 
city  future  meetings.  City 


ng  in  the  city 

future  meeting  on 

Oc 

tober 

future 

goals 

some  humorous, 

and 

most 

ists  of 

priority 

goals  is  attached 

of  goal: 

s,  cluste 

red  by  what  type 

of 

goal 

is  not 

perfect , 

but  the  main  points 

stand 

(with  over  half 

of  the  votes ) , 

and 

both 

control 

also  seem  important. 

starting  point  for  work  at  the  f 

ina 

1  two 

leaders 

will  be 

discussing  obst 

ac  le 

.  s  to 

ies  for 

achieving 

them. 

p  in  thi 

s  process 

!  of  outlooking  East 

Grand 

Forks'  future. 


Sincerely , 


2  Attachments 


SUZANNE  CAINES 
Sociologist 
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'  If  (continued) 

If  you  were  one  of  the  50  citizens  who  participated  in  the  first 
city  future  meeting  ^Occober  17),  you  know  what  a  variety  of  ambitious 
goals  we  envisioned.  Those  goals  reflecting  various  aspects  of  economic 
development  were  given  over  half  of  the  "votes"  cast  at  the  end  of  the 
evening;  self  sufficiency,  flood  control,  and  community  pride  were  also 
supported  -  see  the  attached  list. 

Whether  or  not  you  attended  that  meeting,  you  are  invited  to 
participate  in  the  last  two  city  future  meetings.  We  will  be  moving 
from  these  general  20-vear  goals  for  the  city  to  a  more  specific  look 
at  the  obstacles  we  face,  and  at  strategies  for  reaching  our  goals. 

Because  you  represent  some  important  aspect  of  community  life  in 
East  Grand  Forks  -  business,  relion,  education,  and  so  on  -  we  urge 
you  to  make  the  time  to  attend  these  final  meetings. 

Monday  7:00  p.m.  November  14  City  Hall 

Monday  7:00  p.m.  November  21  City  Hall 


Mayor  and  City  Council 
City  of  East  Grand  Forks 
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NOMINAL  GROUP 

SMALL  GROUP  PROCESS  FOR  IDENTIFYING 
PROBLEMS  AND  POSSIBLE  SOLUTIONS 


GROUP  SIZE 


There  has  been  considerable  research  on  the  effectiveness  of  groups  of 
different  sizes.  The  ideal  group  size  is  in  the  vicinity  of  6-9  persons. 
As  the  number  increases  in  a  group  some  participants  will  "drop  out" 
and  participate  minimally.  This  increases  the  likelihood  that  the  group 
will  be  dominated  by  the  stronger  personalities.  The  group  begins  to 
break  into  "leaders"  or  "followers",  and  the  chances  of  polarization 
increase.  Naturally,  there  are  other  pressures  to  increase  group  size-- 
the  need  for  representativeness,  the  availability  of  meeting  rooms,  the 
availability  of  facilitators,  etc. --but  whenever  possible,  group  size 
should  be  limited  to  the  6-9  range. 


THE  NEED  FOR  TECHNIQUES 

The  obvious  question  is:  "Why  the  need  for  special  techniques?  Can't 
a  small  group  of  people  just  sit  around  and  talk?"  Of  course  they  can, 
particularly  if  they  are  friends  who  share  a  somewhat  similar  perspective 
on  an  issue.  But,  if  the  participants  are  strangers,  or  if  they  take 
opposing  sides  on  an  issue,  then  more  may  be  accomplished  if  some  simple 
techniques  are  employed. 

Some  people  are  very  slow  to  participate  with  strangers  or  with  people 
they  believe  will  be  very  critical  of  their  comments.  In  addition,  this 
climate  of  discomfort  runs  counter  to  the  climate  of  psychological  secu¬ 
rity  that  is  necessary  for  creativity.  Creativity,  by  its  very  nature, 
means  trying  out  new  ideas.  This  requires  taking  a  risk  that  others 
may  disapprove  of  the  ideas.  This  is  possible  for  many  people  only  in 
a  group  where  "permission"  is  granted  to  consider  new  and  different  ideas. 
Most  people  must  be  comfortable  before  they  will  really  open  up  in  a 
group.  Since  this  is  difficult  to  achieve  in  a  group  of  strangers,  or 
a  group  with  strongly  opposing  viewpoints,  small  group  techniques  are 
designed  to  create  the  "permission"  for  people  to  participate  openly 
and  share  their  creative  ideas.  These  techniques  can  reduce  the  period 
of  discomfort  and  move  the  group  quickly  into  productive  work.  In  fact, 
work  teams  and  groups  of  friends  which  are  supposedly  comfortable  in 
working  together  will  often  find  their  effectiveness  increased  by  using 
these  techniques. 


J-D-28 


27a 


lg  (continued) 


The  two  techniques  which  we  will  concentrate  on  in  this  workshop-- 
Nominal  Group  Process  and  Brai nstorming--sol ve  the  problem  of  creating 
a  climate  of  psychological  safety,  but  in  two  different  ways. 


NOMINAL  GROUP  PROCESS 


The  Nominal  Group  Process  was  designed  based  on  research  which  suggests 
that  individuals  generate  more  creative  ideas  and  information  when  they 
work  in  the  presence  of  each  other,  but  do  not  interact.  According  to 
this  research,  when  people  interact  in  groups,  they  are  more  likely  to 
react  to  each  other's  ideas  rather  than  come  up  with  new  ideas  or 
consider  new  dimensions  of  the  problem. 


The  procedure  for  Nominal  Group  Process  is  as  follows: 


1 .  Opening  Presentation 

After  an  initial  presentation  explaining  the  Nominal  Group  Process, 
the  audience  is  divided  into  small  groups  of  6  to  9  participants. 

2.  Staff  and  Advance  Preparation 

Each  group  is  assigned  a  Facilitator  and  Recorder.  Prior  to  the 
meeting,  these  staff  persons  will  put  up  four  sheets  of  newsprint, 
and  also  have  felt-tipped  pens,  scratch  paper,  pencils,  and  3x5 
cards  ready  for  use. 

3.  Introductions 

The  Facilitator  will  introduce  himsel f/hersel f  and  invite  everyone 
in  the  group  to  do  the  same. 

4.  Posing  the  Question 

The  Facilitator  will  then  present  the  group  with  a  pre-developed 
question,  such  as:  “What  are  the  water  problems  in  the  James  River 
study  area  which  affect  you?"  The  Facilitator  will  write  the 
question  at  the  top  of  one  of  the  flip-chart  sheets. 


5.  Generating  Ideas 


Participants  are  provided  with  paper  or  file  cards  and  asked  to  write 
on  the  paper  all  the  answers  they  can  think  of  to  the  questions 
posted.  Their  notes  will  not  be  collected,  but  will  be  for  their 
own  use.  Time:  5-10  minutes. 


6 .  Recording  Ideas 


Each  person,  in 
the  newsprint. 


turn,  is  then  asked  for  one  idea  to  be  recorded  on 
The  idea  will  be  summarized  by  the  Recorder  on  th" 
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lg  (continued) 

newsprint  as  accurately  as  possible.  No  discussion  is  permitted. 
Participants  are  not  limited  to  the  ideas  they  have  written  down, 
but  can  share  new  ideas  that  have  been  triggered  by  others'  ideas. 
Anyone  can  say  "Pass"  without  giving  up  their  turn  on  the  next 
round.  The  process  continues  until  everyone  is  "passing".  Alpha¬ 
betize  the  ideas  on  the  list:  A-Z,  AA-ZZ,  etc. 

7.  Discussion 


Time  is  then  allowed  for  discussion  of  each  item,  beginning  at  the 
top  of  the  list.  The  discussion  should  be  aimed  towards  under¬ 
standing  each  idea,  its  importance,  or  its  weaknesses.  While  people 
can  criticize  an  idea,  it  is  preferable  that  they  simply  make  their 
points  and  not  get  into  an  extended  argument.  Move  rapidly  through 
the  list  as  there  is  always  a  tendency  to  take  too  long  on  the  first 
half  of  the  list  and  then  not  be  able  to  do  justice  to  the  second 
half.  Time:  40-60  minutes. 

8.  Selecting  Favored  Ideas 

Each  person  then  picks  the  ideas  that  he/she  thinks  are  the  most 
important  or  best.  Instructions  should  be  given  to  pick  a  specific 
number,  such  as  the  best  five,  or  the  best  eight.  These  ideas  should 
be  written  on  a  slip  of  paper  or  3  x  5  card,  one  idea  per  card.  They 
may  just  want  to  record  the  letter  of  the  item  on  the  list  (A,  F,  BB, 
etc.)  or  a  brief  summary,  so  that  they  don't  have  to  write  out  the 
entire  idea.  Time:  5  minutes. 

9.  Ranking  Favored  Ideas 

Participants  then  arrange  their  cards  in  preferential  order,  with  the 
ones  they  like  the  most  at  the  top.  If  they  have  been  asked  to 
select  eight  ideas,  then  have  them  put  an  "8"  on  the  most  favored  and 
number  on  down  to  a  "I"  on  the  least  favored  (the  number  will  change 
with  the  number  of  ideas  selected).  A  score  sheet  should  then  be 
posted  which  contains  all  the  alphabet  letters  used  in  the  listing. 

Then  the  participants  read  their  ratings  (".  .  .  R-6,  P-2,  BB-8  .  .  .") 
which  are  then  recorded  on  the  score  sheet.  When  all  the  scores  have 
been  shared,  then  tally  the  score  for  each  letter  of  the  alphabet. 

The  highest  scoring  item  can  be  shown  as  #1,  etc.  Post  the  rankings 
for  the  top  5-7  items,  depending  on  where  a  natural  break  occurs 
between  high  scores  and  low  scores.  Time:  5  minutes. 

10.  Discussion  of  Resul ts 

The  participants  may  then  want  to  discuss  the  results.  Someone  may 
point  out  that  two  very  similar  items  "split  the  vote",  and  were  they 
to  be  combined,  they  would  constitute  a  single  priority  item.  If  the 
group  as  a  whole  wants  to  combine  them,  this  is  acceptable.  It  should 
be  pointed  out,  though,  that  an  analysis  will  be  made  of  al 1  the 
results,  not  just  the  priority  items.  Time:  5  minutes. 
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TOiAl  PROCESS  TIME:  l!j-2  hours,  plus  time  for  opening  presentation. 


USES  OF  NOMINAL  GROUP  PROCESS 

If  the  full  Nominal  Group  Process  is  utilized  as  indicated  above,  the 
cumulative  time  of  opening  presentation.  Nominal  Group  Process,  and 
reports  back  to  the  total  group  (assuming  a  larger  audience  has  been 
divided  into  small  groups)  would  probably  mean  a  total  time  of  2!i-3  hours. 
This  would  be  the  equivalent  of  an  entire  evening  meeting.  It  is 
possible,  however,  to  utilize  portions  of  the  process.  For  example: 

■  Everyone  in  an  audience  can  be  asked  to  generate  ideas  on 
3x5  cards.  The  ideas  can  then  be  given  an  initial  ranking 
by  the  number  of  times  an  idea  occurs  (although  this  may  not 
be  a  measure  that  an  idea  is  good,  but  simply  that  a  number 
of  people  are  aware  of  it). 

•  After  a  series  of  alternatives  has  been  presented  (along  with 
some  time  for  discussion),  the  participants  can  rank  the 
alternatives  on  3  x  5  cards  and  a  tally  developed  for  the 
group.  This  runs  the  danger  of  appearing  to  be  a  vote  which 
may  be  misleading,  unless  the  audience  is  very  representati ve ; 
but  the  same  danger  is  inherent  any  time  a  ranking  process  is 
used. 

Nominal  Group  Process  can  be  used  for  problem  identification,  for 
generating  solution  elements,  and  also  for  identifying  impacts  of 
alternatives.  It  must  be  understood--and  this  should  be  stressed  to 
participants--that  all  the  ideas  generated  require  subsequent  detailed 
staff  analysis.  It  is  also  important  that  this  analysis  be  communicated 
to  participants  as  soon  as  it  is  available,  with  opportunities  provided 
for  them  to  respond  to  the  analysis. 

One  danger  of  Nominal  Group  Process--or  any  complicated  small  group 
technique--i s  that  the  public  may  feel  "processed",  rather  than  included. 
If,  for  example,  there  was  a  great  deal  of  animosity  towards  the  study, 
then  it  might  be  wise  to  allow  this  feeling  to  be  "ventilated"  to  the 
total  audience  so  that  the  breakdown  into  small  groups  and  use  of  the 
Nominal  Group  Process  is  not  seen  as  an  effort  to  control,  manipulate,  or 
"divide  and  conquer" . 
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GOALS  AND  OBJECTIVES  OF  MEETING 

1.  Develop  general  goal  statements  from: 

a.  First  meeting's  information. 

b.  This  group's  priority  list. 

2.  Specify  obstacles  to/from  reaching  the  identified  goals. 
NO  PROBLEM  SOLVING  YET! 


2b 


AGENDA 


7:00 

Review  of  evening's  goals  and  objectives. 

- 

7:10 

Setting  priorities  on  items  from  prior  workshops 
(individuals  and  groups  here). 

1 

1 

7:35 

Review  of  Final  Priority  List  and  Instructions  for 
Team  Tasks. 

s 

7:50-9:05 

TEAM  TASKS. 

! 

9:05-9:25 

TEAM  REPORTS. 

! 

t 

V 

9:30 

CLOSE  &  NEXT  STEPS. 

f 

I 
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TASK  #1 

Take  the  items  (a  through  bb)  and  review  them  for  yourself. 

Set  the  items  in  priority  order,  as  you  see  them.  While  some  may  seem 
redundant,  please  do  your  best. 

#1  is  most  important,  2  =  2nd,  etc.,  .  .  .  through  28th. 

Keep  them  lettered  in  your  priority  order;  then  give  28  points  to  your 
most  important  down--27  points  to  2nd--to  least  important  =  1  point. 

Then  bring  your  list  up  front  for  scoring. 

TASK  n  -  SECOND  MEETING 

Specify  the  goal:  How  many?  What  kind?  Where?  When? 

Specify  Obstacles:  Past,  present,  future? 

Legal,  economic,  politics,  attitudes,  physical? 
What  else? 
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ITEMS  FROM  WORKSHOP  1 

a.  Permanent  flood  control. 

b.  Self-contained/self-sufficient  city. 

c.  More  industry/manufacturing. 

d.  More  retail  business. 

e.  Well-kept--planned  city. 

f.  Sense  of  community  pride  and  concern. 

g.  Self-sufficient  facilities  and  services. 

h.  Community  hospital  and  medical  center. 

i.  Better  transportation. 

j.  Move  entire  town  out  of  flood  plain. 

k.  Cut  taxes. 

l.  Incorporate  surrounding  townships  into  pi  and  zoning. 

m.  Good  business  district. 

n.  Bus  services. 

o.  Improve  residential  and  economic  values. 

p.  Replace/move  potato  elevators  to  ind.  area. 

q.  Create  easy  flowing  traffic  pattern. 

r.  Open  DeMers,  protect  residential  areas  from  heavy  traffic. 

s.  Build  auditorium  at  high  school. 

t.  Develop  tax  break  for  new  business. 

u.  Encourage  citizen  cooperation  project. 

v.  Continued  excellence  in  EGF  schools. 

w.  Rejuvenate  downtown. 

x.  Full  development  of  shopping  center  downtown. 

y.  Encourage  population  growth. 

z.  Better  educate  and  inform  publics. 

aa.  Industrial  area  for  AG-related  businesses, 
bb.  Processing  plant  for  RRV  products. 
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SCORING  ON  ITEMS  a  -  bb 


a. 

186 

212 

b. 

168 

194 

c. 

238 

287 

d. 

279 

280 

e. 

192 

180 

f. 

166 

133 

g* 

140 

203 

h. 

102 

111 

i . 

93 

106 

j. 

75 

85 

k. 

107 

198 

1. 

109 

152 

m. 

235 

257 

n. 

153 

96 

0. 

182 

172 

P- 

119 

109 

q- 

184 

205 

r . 

105 

111 

s . 

159 

197 

t. 

160 

145 

u. 

143 

153 

V. 

165 

206 

w. 

188 

172 

X. 

177 

178 

y- 

151 

111 

2. 

131 

106 

aa. 

221 

249 

bb. 

212 

178 

-408- 

362 

-626- 

-669- 

372 

299 

343 

213 

199 

160 

305 

261 

—492- 

249 

354 
22  8 
389 
216 
356 
205 
296 
371 
360 

355 
262 
237 

-476- 

3  on 
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GOAL :  More  Industry  &  Mfg. 


KINDS 


1.  Flour  mills 

2.  Potato  processing 

3.  Malting  barley 

4.  Sunflower  processing 

5.  Waste  by-product  plant 

6.  Certified  seed  processing 

7.  Manufacturing  agriculture  related  equipment 

8.  Electronic/robotic  inst.  service 

WHEN  1984 

WHERE  Industrial  Park  E.G.F. 

HOW  MANY  As  many  as  possible  (8  in  next  16  years) 

OBSTACLES 


High  corporate  taxes 
High  workmans  comp. 

High  personal  income  tax 
High  property  tax 
Transportation 
Climate 

Well  defined  industrial  park 
Utilities 
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2d  (continued) 


GOAL:  Retail  Development  (Districts) 


WHERE 

Downtown  -  Service  Tvpe  Business 
(  +  )  Existing  Businesses 

(  -  )  Flood  Problem  Area 
Traffic  Flow 

Hwv  2.220  N. 


GOALS  (3-5  Years) 


Re-develop  Kwy  220  N.  to  retail  businesses 

-  Comprehensive  study  and  plan  for  220  N.  retail  development 
Re-locate  light  industrial  business 

-  Revitalize  downtowns  (GF  &  EGF) 

-  Detail  study  &  then  plan 

LONG-TERM  GOALS 


-  Relocate  or  tear  down  blighted  industrial  buildings  to  make  room  for 
retail 

Force  development  of  B-N  property 
OBSTACLES  TO  RETAIL  DEVELOPMENT 


Lease  arrangements  of  B-N  properties  discourage  development 
Lack  of  available  competitively  priced  land  for  development 

-  Lack  of  traffic  -  downtown 

-  Lack  of  drawing  power 

Low  density  of  existing  retail  stores 

-  Traffic  pattern  moving  to  west 
Inconsistent  land  use  plan 
Downtown  flood  problems 

Competition  from  Columbia  &  South  Forks  malls 
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2d  (continued) 


GOAL:  Flood  Control 


GOALS: 

1.  Permanent  100  year  protection 

2.  Immediate  decisions 

3.  Relocate  downtown  (business  district) 

4.  Education 


OBSTACLES: 

in  - 

A. 

Money 

B. 

Public  opposition 

C. 

Limit  growth 

D. 

Bad  public  image 

E. 

Public  education  (lack  of) 

F. 

Grand  Forks  &  Watershed  involvement 

G. 

Lack  of  agreement 

112  - 

A. 

Corps  of  Engineers 

B. 

Politics 

C. 

Lack  of  agreement 

II 3  - 

A. 

Loss  of  business  to  Grand  Forks 

B. 

Money 

C. 

Location 

D. 

Loss  of  historical  buildings 

E. 

City  planner 

F. 

Lack  of  agreement 
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2d  (continued) 


GOAL :  Improve  Traffic  Patterns 


GOALS : 

1.  City  planner 

2.  Open  Demers  Avenue 

3.  Widen  220  North  (left-hand  turn  lanes) 

4.  Establish  criteria  for  placement  of  stop  signs 

5.  Open  20th  Street  N.W.  to  220  North 

6.  Main  artery  to  connect  north  -  south 


OBSTACLES: 


n 

-  A. 

Money 

B. 

Manpower 

1)  2 

-  A. 

Agreement  with  developer 

B. 

Owners  &  tenants 

C. 

Pedestrian  crossing 

#3 

-  A. 

State  Highway  Department 

B. 

Money 

#4 

—  A. 

Everyone  wants  one 

B. 

Uninformed  citizens 

#5 

-  A. 

Local  objection 

B. 

Money 

It  6 

-  A. 

Local  objection 

B. 

Money 

C. 

Railroad 
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TOP  SEVEN  ITEMS 

1.  More  industry  and  manufacturing. 

2.  More  retail  business. 

3.  Good  business  district. 

4.  Industrial  area  for  AG-related  business. 

5.  Permanent  flood  control. 

6.  Processing  plant  for  RRV  products. 

7.  Create  easy  flowing  traffic  pattern. 


2f 


1.  What  did  other  people  think  about  our  goals? 

Goal s :  Improve  Traffic  Patterns. 

Flood  Control . 

Retail  Development. 

More  Industry  and  Manufacturing. 


2.  Which  of  the  obstacles  we  identified  are  controllable 
by  us?  Non-control! able? 

Obstacles:  See  attached. 


3.  Tonight's  work: 

I dent i fy 

Screen 

Prioritize 


4.  Wrap-up:  What's  the  next  step? 


Strategies 
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INDIVIDUAL'S  6-PERSON  SURVEY-RATING 
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NOTICE 


If  you  obtained  ratings  from  people  during  the  time  since  our  last 
meeting,  please  post*  the  results  on  the  sheets  we  have  provided. 

*Before  the  meeting  starts. 


1.  Put  individual  rankings  beside  the  listed  items. 

2.  Write  the  suggestions  on  the  other  charts--please  write  large 
enough  for  the  whole  group  to  be  able  to  see. 


ITEM 


RANKING 


More  Industry  and  Manufacturing 

More  Retail  Business 

Good  Business  District 

Industrial  Area  for  AG-Related  Business 

Permanent  Flood  Control 

Processing  Plant  for  RRV  Products 

Create  Easy  Flowing  Traffic  Patterns 


224344422 
112  13  11 

1  1  4  3  5  1  3  1 

2  1  2  1  2  2  5  3  2  4 

3  5  5  3  5  6  1 

5 
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GOALS  AND  OBJECTIVES  OF  TONIGHT'S  MEETING 

1.  Review  goals,  list  of  obstacles  from  previous  meeting. 

2.  Record  other  publics'  information,  ideas,  and  priorities. 

3.  Develop  strategies  to  meet  goals. 

4.  Formulate  next  active  steps  of  the  process  needed  to  carry  out 
goals. 

3b 

MONDAY,  11-21  AGENDA 
Post  Results  of  Survey. 

Introductions :  SYNERGY--Tonight 1 s  Activities  and  Tasks. 
Instructions  Task  1. 

Team  Task  1 . 

Instructions  Task  2. 

Group  Task  2. 

Break  and  Add  Survey  Information. 

Instructions  Task  3. 

Task  3. 

Group  Discussion  and  Decision  for  Next  Steps  -  Task  4. 
Close. 


6:45  -  7:00 
7:00  -  7:15 
7:15  -  7:20 
7:20  -  8:00 
8:00  -  8:10 
8:10  -  8:30 
8:30  -  8:35 
8:35  -  8:40 
8:40  -  9:30 
9:45  -  9:55 
10:00 
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TASK  #1 


Take  last  week's  team  information  on  goals  and  obstacles: 

1.  Finish  obstacles  list,  if  needed. 

2.  Add  list  of  "what's  going  for  us"  items. 

3.  Identify  those  obstacles  and  benefits  that  are  within  your 
control  to  change,  modify,  or  add  to. 

Report  back  at  8:00. 


TASK  n 


As  a  group,  we  will  brainstorm  strategies  that  could  assist  in  reaching 
the  goals  of  our  3  top  items.  Brainstorming  will  be  5  minutes  on  each 
item.  In  brainstorming,  any  idea  is  legitimate,  so  no  verbal /nonverbal 
evaluations,  please. 


TASK  #3 


You  select  which  of  the  teams  you  wish  to  work  with.  Then,  each  group 
is  to  take  the  brainstorm  ideas  and  past  goals  and  obstacles/benefits 
lists  and  screen  the  strategies  and  set  priorities,  timing,  and  other 
additional  terms  for  each  strategy  you  feel  can  work;  i.e.,  short-term-- 
1  year,  mid-term--2  to  5  years,  long-range--6  to  20  years. 


TASK  #4 


As  a  group,  identify  and  discuss  what  are  to  be  the  next  action  steps 
in  this  "futures"  process.  Who  will  do  them  and  by  when?  What  are  you 
willing  to  do  next?  Or  what  are  you  not  willing  to  do  next? 
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1.  TEAM  REPORT:  RETAIL  BUSINESS 


Goals  (3-5  years) 

Redevelop  Highway  220N  to  retail  businesses. 

Comprehensive  study  and  plan  for  220N  retail  development. 
Relocate  light  industrial  business. 

Revitalize  downtowns  (GF  &  EFG). 

Detailed  study  and  then  plan. 


Long-Term  Goals 

Relocate  or  tear  down  blighted  industrial  buildings  to  make 
room  for  retail. 

Force  development  of  B-N  property. 


J-D-Ug 


3d  (continued) 


OBSTACLES  TO  RETAIL  DEVELOPMENT 

NC  -  Lease  arrangements  of  B-N  properties  discourage  development 
PC  -  Lack  of  available  competitively  priced  land  for  development 
PC  -  Lack  of  traffic-downtown. 

C  -  Lack  of  drawing  power. 

C  -  Low  density  of  existing  retail  stores. 

PC  -  Traffic  pattern  moving  to  west. 

C  -  Inconsistent  land  use  plan. 

C  -  Downtown  flood  problems. 

NC  -  Competition  from  Columbia  and  South  Forks  malls. 

C  -  Tax  disparities  (U.S.  &  N.D.). 

C  -  Lack  of  variety  of  stores. 
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3d  (continued) 


WHAT'S  GOOD 

Sunday  opening. 

Large  trade  area  (100,000+). 

Area  economy--fair  to  good. 

Conservative,  hardwoiking  people. 

Good  city  and  business  relationship. 

Good  streets,  parking  (no  cost). 

Good  school s ,  AVTI . 

Relatively  low-cost  utilities  (electricity,  water)  and  services. 
Varied  and  relatively  new  churches--schools . 

Strong  demand  for  AG-industry  supplies. 

Special  tax  incentives. 

Adequate  and  reliable  work  force. 

Nearby  medical  services. 

Low  crime  rate. 


J-D-51 


45 


3d  (continued) 


RETAIL  BUSINESS 


s/  Hire  a  planner, 
i/"  Solve  flood  problem, 
jz  Establish  recruitment  program, 
j/  Procure  land  for  shopping  center. 

Contest  for  developing  downtown. 

Give  problem  to  current  retail  business  owners. 
Buy  out  White  Mart. 

Get  plan  from  UNO  grad  school --free. 

Recruit  GEMCO. 

1/  Develop  public  support. 

Bring  back  slot  machines. 


RETAIL  BUSINESS 

P  -  Provide  tax  i ncenti ves--S. T. 

1/  -  Provide  financing  for  citizen  lobbying  in  legislature. 
^  -  Provide  bus  service. 

V  -  Improve  traffic  flow. 

P  -  Tax  incentives  for  businesses  needed--S.T. 

{/  -  Low  interest  rehab/remodel  loans. 

t^-  Develop  unique  downtown  (like  historic  re-creation) . 

Work  with  G.F.  downtown  area. 

S -  Publicize  quality  of  life. 
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3d  (continued) 


RETAIL 


ST  -  Clean  up  Holiday  Mall. 

MT  -  Convert  parking  lot  downtown  to  retail  space  (2nd  floor). 
ST  -  More  lobbying  involvement. 

ST  -  Business  tax  incentives. 

LT  -  Bus  service  (city-wide). 

MT  -  Encourage  downtown  businesses  to  upgrade  appearance--low 
interest  loans. 

MT  -  Encourage  specialty  shops. 

ST  -  Develop  public  support. 

ST  -  Establish  recruitment  program. 

LT  -  Flood  control --downtown. 

MT  -  Procure  land  for  shopping  center. 
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3d  (continued) 

2.  TEAM  REPORT:  MORE  INDUSTRY  AND  MANUFACTURING 
Specify  the  goal. 

KINDS 

1.  Flour  Mills. 

2.  Potato  Processing. 

3.  Malting  Barley. 

4.  Sunflower  Processing. 

5.  Waste  By-Product  Plant. 

6.  Certified  Seed  Processing. 

7.  Manufacturing  AG-related  Equipment. 

8.  Electronic/Robotic  Inst.  Serv. 

WHEN?  1984  to  2000. 

WHERE?  Industrial  Park--E.G.F. 

HOW  MANY?  As  many  as  possible  (8  in  next  16  years ) . 

OBSTACLES 

PC  -  High  corporate  taxes. 

PC  -  High  workman's  compensation. 

PC  -  High  personal  income  tax. 

C  -  High  property  tax. 

N  -  Transportation. 

N  -  Climate. 

C  -  Well-defined  industrial  park. 

C  -  Utilities. 

C  -  Lack  of  "sales  package"  for  city. 
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3d  (continued) 


IN  OUR  FAVOR 


c 

1. 

Trained  labor  force  (UNO  and  AVTI). 

c 

2. 

Aggressive  and  resourceful  labor  force. 

c 

3. 

Modern  and  efficient  farming. 

c 

4. 

Strong  recreational  draw. 

c 

5. 

Excellent  available  medical  and  shopping  facilities 

c 

6. 

Aggressive  community. 

c 

7. 

Aggressive  and  competitive  financial  institutions. 

c 

8. 

Excellent  school  system. 

c 

9. 

Good,  clean  city. 

c 

10. 

Good  city  services. 

c 

11. 

Immediate  availability  of  industrial  space. 

c 

12. 

Good  telephone  communications. 

c 

13. 

Available  housing. 

PC 

14. 

Border  city  tax  credits. 
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3d  (continued) 


INDUSTRY  AND  MANUFACTURING 

Develop  sales  package. 

Out-of-state  advertising. 

Contact  people  to  invest. 

Develop  market  for  sunflower  oil  products. 
Give  tax  break  to  new  industry. 

Declare  public  holiday. 

Work  with  government. 

Give  land  away. 

No  special  assessments. 

City  lease  land. 

Get  rid  of  RR. 

Contact  specific  corporations. 

No  corporate  taxes. 

Encourage  students  to  stay. 

Increase  population. 

City  provide  free  water. 

Encourage  employment. 

Provide  low  interest  money. 
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3d  (continued) 


INDUSTRY  AND  MANUFACTURING 

v  ’  Hire  a  lobbyist. 

</  City  planner. 

»/"  Actively  solicit  firms  to  locate  here. 

V  Lower  utility  rates. 

v/  Work  with  farm  organizations/groups. 

Encourage  greater  participation  in  both  political  parties. 
No  real  estate  taxes. 

V''  Utilize  Senior  Citizen  talent  in  selling  E.G.F. 

Assist  in  training  work  force. 

Lower  personal  income  tax. 
v'  Lower  electric  rates. 

Provide  free  investigative  trips. 

(/'"  Individual  revenue  bonds. 
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3d  (continued) 


IMMEDIATE  STRATEGIES 

1.  Have  Chamber  of  Commerce  develop  sales  package. 

2.  Secure  commitment  for  city  services. 

3.  Work  with  Water  and  Light  Commission  on  incentive  rates. 

4.  Involve  local  legislators  in  our  strategies. 

5.  Evaluate  Senior  Citizen  talent. 

6.  Develop  marketing  program. 

7.  Voice  our  opinions  regarding  legislation  through  MACI. 

8.  Have  city  officials  approve  city  planner  position. 


MEDIUM-TERM  STRATEGIES 

1.  Expand  Industrial  Park. 

2.  Continue  marketing  plan. 

3.  Utilize  I  DR  bonds. 

4.  Expand  training  through  AVTI . 

5.  Involve  local  legislators  in  our  concerns. 

6.  Work  with  State  Department  of  Economic  Development. 


J-D-58 


3d  (continued) 


3.  TEAM  REPORT:  TRAFFIC 


Goal s : 

1.  City  Planner. 

2.  Open  DeMers  Avenue. 

3.  Widen  Hwy  220  North  (left-hand  220  turn  lanes) 

4.  Establish  criteria  for  placement  of  stop  signs 

5.  Open  20th  Street  NW  to  220  North. 

6.  Main  artery  to  connect  North-South. 

Obstacles: 


1. 

a . 

Money.  i 

r  woe 

b. 

Manpower. 

) 

2. 

a. 

Agreement  with  developer.  1 

•  NOC  (but? 

b. 

Owners  and  tenants. 

c. 

Pedestrian  crossing. 

woe 

3. 

a . 

State  Highway  Department. 

NOC? 

b. 

Money. 

woe? 

c. 

Too  narrow. 

woe 

4. 

a . 

Everyone  wants  one. 

£  woe 

b. 

Uninformed  citizens. 

5. 

a . 

Local  objection. 

b. 

Willingness  to  commence.  1 

(  woe 

c . 

Money. 

6. 

a. 

Local  objection.  7 

woe 

b. 

Money. 

c. 

Rai 1  road . 

NOC? 
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3d  (continued) 

TRAFFIC  PATTERNS 

Hire  City  Planner. 

\/  Work  with  State  Highway  Department. 

Work  with  GF  on  proposed  new  bridge, 
i/  Move  heavy  truck  traffic  out  of  downtown. 

Draw  map  of  city  streets  showing  proposal s--for  input. 
1/  Patronize  city  busses. 
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3d  (continued) 


WHAT'S  GOING  FOR  US 


TRAFFIC 

1.  Cooperation  of  elected  officials. 

2.  Good  basic  street  system. 

3.  Street  system  adequate  for  present  population. 

4.  Cooperation  with  Grand  Forks. 

5.  Public  support  and  interest. 


A.  BUSINESS 


1.  Develop  plan  with  current  businesses  in  Mall  to  open  DeMers 
Avenue  (short-term). 

2.  Work  with  businesses  city-wide  (downtown  and  220  N.)  to  help 
develop  traffic  patterns  (short-term). 

3.  Redirect  heavy  truck  traffic  out  of  downtown  area  (mid-term). 

a.  Work  with  State  Highway  Department--help  with  truck  problems. 

4.  Implement  use  of  city  buses  and  educate  public  to  use  buses. 


B.  RESIDENTIAL 

1.  Draw  map  of  city  streets  showing  proposal s--for  input  by  public 
(mid-term  5+). 

2.  Block  parties  and  temporary  closings  (3  to  4  blocks)  for  public 
education  (mid-term  5). 

3.  Education  of  public  on  use  of  bus  system  (short-term). 
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4.  TEAM  REPORT:  FLOOD  CONTROL 

Goals : 

1.  Permanent  100-year  protection. 

2.  Immediate  decisions. 

3.  Relocate  downtown  (business  district). 

4.  Education. 


Obstacles : 

1. 

a. 

Money.  PWOC 

b. 

Public  opposition. 

c. 

Limit  growth.  WOC 

d. 

Bad  public  image. 

e. 

Public  education  (lack  of). 

f. 

Grand  Forks  and  watershed  involvement 

g- 

Lack  of  agreement. 

2. 

a. 

Corps  of  Engineers. 

b. 

Pol itics. 

c. 

Lack  of  agreement. 

3. 

a. 

Loss  of  business  to  Grand  Forks. 

b. 

Money. 

c. 

Location. 

d. 

Loss  of  historical  buildings. 

e. 

City  Planner. 

f. 

Lack  of  agreement. 

4. 

a. 

Slow  process. 

b. 

Participation  low. 

c. 

Lack  of  publicity. 
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3d  (continued) 


GOING  FOR  US 


FLOOD  CONTROL 

1.  Flood  plan. 

2.  Public  participation  (support). 

3.  Practical  experience. 

4.  Federal/State/County  help. 


FLOOD  CONTROL 

Present  choice  of  definite  plans  to  citizenry. 
Advertise  accomplishments. 

Enforce  floodplain  regulations. 

Limit  future  expansion  in  flood  area. 

Give  water  to  G. F. 

Build  a  bypass. 

Provide  public  education. 

Work  with  G. F. 

Purchase  city-wide  flood  insurance. 

Relocate  entire  town. 

Revise  the  floodplain. 

Phase  in  permanent  flood  control. 
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FLOOD  CONTROL 


Meet  COE  half  way. 

Issue  bond. 

Move  some  of  the  houses. 

Don't  do  anything. 

Remove  existing  dikes. 

Turn  plan  down  and  buy  B/C  in  future. 

Hire  City  Planner. 

Raise  existing  dikes. 

Make  a  huge  lake  to  take  water. 

More  publicity  on  consequences/benefits  if  we  don’t. 
Develop  more  cooperation  with  watershed  districts. 
Let  it  flood. 

Flood-proof  existing  structure. 

Use  Votech  class  project. 
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3d  (continued) 


Have  definite  plan  presented  and  publicized  by  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
city  officials. 

a.  Block/ward  parties. 

b.  Educate/publicize  schools. 

c.  TV,  radio,  news  media. 

d.  Telephone  chain  calls. 

Goals : 

1st  year 

1.  Educate  public  on  alternatives. 

a.  Permanent  diking. 

b.  No  diking. 

c.  Compromise  on  dike  location  between  Corps/City  desires. 

d.  Move  entire  city  (split  vote  of  group). 

2.  Go  with  plan  desired  by  citizens  and  Corps. 

3.  Start  purchase/relocation  of  some  houses/businesses  in 
critical  areas. 

4.  Develop  better  cooperation  between  city  and  watershed 
di stri cts/Grand  Forks. 

5.  City  purchase  flood  insurance  for  entire  area  (split  vote). 
2-5  years 

1.  If  permanent  diking  is  option  selected,  develop  financing 
plan  and  funding. 

2.  Continue  relocation  of  houses/businesses  in  critical  areas. 

3.  Continue  informing  public  of  each  decision  and  progress. 

4.  Continue  flood  insurance. 

5.  Start  building  dike. 


If  permanent  dike  is  selected  by  citizens,  then  complete 
permanent  diking  system. 
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NEXT  STEPS 


1.  Develop  report. 

2.  Make  random  call  to  build  awareness  level. 

3.  Review  report  with  legislator. 

4.  Review  report  with  Economic  &  Planning/Development. 

5.  Publish  Summary  -  ?  FULL  REPORT  PRODUCTION 

6.  Send  Summary  to  Planning  Commission.  Review 

potential 

7.  Send  Summary  to  City  Council.  implications 

8.  Get  some  feedback  (reaction). 

Review  for  change. 

Implement  some  recommendations. 

9.  Let  City  Council  set  up  next  steps. 

10.  Review  with  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

11.  Give  media  coverage. 

12.  Review  with  Retail  Business  Group  (220  No.). 

13.  Meet  again  after  Planning  Commission--Chamber/City 
and  review  comments. 

14.  Talk  to  others--i ndi vidual  efforts. 

15.  Organize  block  meetings. 

16.  Present  to  "Seniors"  group. 

17.  Present  to  service  clubs. 

18.  Present  to  churches. 

19.  Present  to  lodges. 


PERSON 

RESPONSIBLE 

[VOLUNTEER] 

SYNERGY 

DON 
DEED 
SYNERGY 
ELLIS 
S . G . /RON 


DON 

TOM/LIZ 

DICK 

STEVE 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  the  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota  institutional  analysis  is 
to  present  a  detailed,  concise  and  highly  focused  analysis  of  the  insti¬ 
tutional  possibilities  for  implementing  flood  control  measures  in  the 
city.  Structural  and  nons t r uct ura 1  flood  control  alternatives  under 
consideration  include  four  analyzed  herein:  1)  levees  and  floodualls; 

2)  zoning;  3)  permanent  evacuation;  and  4)  floodproofing.  Each  are 
examined  in  terms  of  legal,  financial,  attitudinal  and  experiential 
capabilities  of  organizations  potentially  responsible  for  implementation. 

The  remaining  two  a  1 1 erna t i ve s ,  insurance  and  emergency  operations,  are 
already  established  within  the  institutional  structure.  They  are  a  part 
of  the  no  action  alternative,  which  is  specifically  not  included  in  the 
analysis  (Appendix  A,  Scope  of  Work). 

It  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  the  ultimate  flood  control  plan  may 
actually  be  a  combination  of  these  alternatives.  For  example,  the  levee 
and  floodwall  alternative  requires  some  relocation  of  businesses  and 
families  displaced  to  make  room  for  the  levee  or  floodwall.  Further, 
regulation  and  zoning  of  the  residual  floodplain  is  also  necessary. 

Based  on  past  experience,  one  alternative  is  rarely  implemented  alone. 

STUDY  AREA 

East  Grand  Forks  is  in  northwestern  Minnesota  directly  across  the  Red  River 
of  the  North  from  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakot?.  Together,  East  Grand  Forks 
and  Grand  Forks  serve  as  a  market,  retail  and  service  center  for  the 
surrounding  agricultural-based  economy.  East  Grand  Forks  is  the  smaller 
of  the  two  urban  areas.  The  city,  which  lies  at  the  confluence  of  the 
Red  and  Red  Lake  Rivers,  has  a  population  of  approximately  8,500. 

METH0D0L0CY 

Primary  data  for  this  analysis  was  collected  by  telephone  interview  using 
a  standardized  questionnaire.  The  contractor  interviewed  the  highest 
accessible  officer  in  each  organization  at  the  local  level  with  knowledge 
of  issues  pertinent  to  the  study.  In  the  larger  state  and  Federal  agencies, 
where  responsibilities  and  programs  of  interest  to  this  study  were  deleg¬ 
ated  to  specific  Departments  or  Bureaus,  the  Manager  of  the  Department  or 
Bureau  was  interviewed. 

LEVEES  AND  FL00DWALLS 

The  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  and  the  Red  Lake  Watershed  District  both  have 
legal  authority  to  construct  levees  and  floodvalls.  Financing  of  the  local 
share  can  be  provided  by  a  bond  issue  to  be  paid  off  by  an  ad  valorem  tax. 
The  city's  level  of  bonding  is  presently  sufficiently  low  for  funding  to 
be  realistic.  East  Grand  Forks  has  been  extensively  involved  in  the 
construction  of  emergency  levees  and  presently  are  maintaining  those 
levees.  With  that  experience,  the  city  believes  that  it  can  honor  its 
operations  and  maintenance  responsibilities  by  using  either  its  own  staff 
or  consultants. 


ES  1 

K-3 


Interrelations  required  by  this  alternative  include  permit  approval  for 
construction  and  operation  and  maintenance  activities  by  the  Red  Lake 
Watershed  District  and  the  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (CNR). 
In  financing  the  local  share,  the  city  would  work  directly  with  a  bonding 
consultant;  no  state  approvals  or  review  is  required. 

The  levee  and  floodwall  alternative  can  be  implemented  within  the  existing 
institutional  framework.  This  alternative  has  widespread  local  and  region¬ 
al  support.  That  support  is  directly  related  to  the  number  of  structures 
protected,  given  the  final,  agreed  upon  levee  alignment,  which  was  not 
available  for  this  study. 


ZONING 

Flood  plain  zoning  is  already  implemented  in  East  Crand  Forks.  However, 
enforcement  has  been  characterized  by  the  DNR  as  lax.  The  city  acknowledges 
enforcement  gaps  and  attributes  them  to  insufficient  staff  and  a  recognition 
of  the  adverse  effects  strict  enforcement  has  on  the  community.  Local 
informants  feel  that  restriction  of  development  leads  to  businesses  leaving 
the  community  because  of  a  lack  of  available  land  and  tax  differential 
between  Minnesota  and  North  Dakota. 

Present  zoning  restriction  and  enforcement  involves  interaction  between  the 
city  and  the  DNR.  The  DNR  monitors  compliance  with  state  and  Federal 
regulations  and,  in  turn,  report  to  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency. 

The  only  institutional  deficiency  existing  is  the  reluctance  of  local  offici¬ 
als  to  rigidly  enforce  flood  plain  zoning. 

PERMANENT  EVACUATION 

Permanent  evacuation  of  families  and  businesses  from  the  100-year  floodplain 
would  involve  approximately  one-third  of  the  3471  housing  units  in  the  city. 
Minnesota  statutes  provide  for  relocation  projects  conducted  by  either  the 
city  or  the  Housing  and  Redevelopment  Authority  of  East  Grand  Forks. 

Financing  the  project  can  be  in  part  by  a  local  bond  issue.  However,  the 
community  would  require  financial  assistance  from  the  State  Planning  Agency 
or  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  The  city  has 
experience  with  relocations,  but  this  alternative  is  more  than  twenty  times 
greater  than  previous  efforts. 

In  implementing  this  alternative,  the  city  would  work  with  the  Corps  and 
the  Office  of  Local  Government  of  the  Minnesota  Department  of  Energy, 

Planning  a. id  Development.  Tfw  Office  of  Local  Government  is  assuming 
responsibility  for  administering  the  HUD  Community  Development  Block  Grant 
Program  for  small  cities  in  Minnesota  during  FY  1983. 

Institutional  deficiencies  include  insufficient  local  funds  and  inadequate 
staff.  Both  deficiencies  can  be  filled  by  funding  provided  by  state  or 
Federal  agencies,  although  there  are  significant  program  and  funding  cuts 
at  both  levels. 

There  is  very  little  local  support  for  this  alternative.  Local  and  regional 
agencies  predict  widespread  exodus  from  the  community  and  state  if  it  is 
implemented. 


FLOG F  PROOFING 

F 1  oodp roo  f  i  r.g  of  individual  businesses  and  residences  is  a  permitted 
structural  improvement  under  the  existing  Flood  Plain  Z  nir.g  Ordinance. 
Conse quent  1  v  ,  no  legal  impediments  exist.  Financially,  the  ai'ernjtive 
demands  little  from  the  city  bevond  additional  technical  ‘taft.  li.e  city 
has  some  experience  with  floodproofing,  but  this  alternative  far  exceeds 
local  experience. 

Institutional  deficiencies  relate  to  staff  level  and  possibly  the  level  of 
technical  expertise.  The  DNR  feels,  generally,  that  there  is  insufficient 
technical  knowledge  at  the  local  level  in  Minnesota.  Interaction  between 
Che  city,  DNR  and  possibly  the  Corps  could  fill  this  possible  void. 

There  is  very  little  local  or  regional  support  for  the  alternative  because 
of  the  low  value  of  the  structures  involved  and  because  of  the  perception 
of  some  local  and  state  officials  that  floodproofing  coo  ofeen  fails  to 
achieve  its  purpose. 
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INTRODUCTION 


STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  the  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota  institutional  analysis  is 
to  present  a  detailed,  concise  and  highly  focused  analysis  of  the  insti¬ 
tutional  possibilities  for  implementing  flood  control  measures  in  the 
cicy.  Structural  and  nonst ruct ura 1  flood  control  alternatives  under 
consideration  include  four  analyzed  herein:  1)  levees  and  floodualls; 

2)  zoning;  3)  permanent  evacuation;  and  4)  floodproofing.  Each  are 
examined  in  terms  of  legal,  financial,  attitudinal  and  experiential 
capabilities  of  organizations  potentially  responsible  for  implementation. 

The  remaining  two  alternatives,  insurance  and  emergency  operations  are 
already  established  within  the  institutional  structure.  They  are  a  part 
of  the  no  action  alternative,  which  is  specifically  not  included  in  the 
analysis  (Appendix  A,  Scope  of  Work). 

It  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  the  ultimate  flood  control  plan  mav 
actually  be  a  combination  of  these  alternatives.  For  example,  the  levee 
and  floodwall  alternative  requires  some  relocation  of  businesses  and 
families  displaced  to  make  room  for  the  levee  or  floodwall.  Further, 
regulation  and  zoning  of  the  residual  floodplain  is  also  necessary. 

Based  on  past  experience,  one  alternative  is  rarely  implemented  alone. 

STUDY  AREA 

East  Grand  Forks  is  in  •northwest em  Minnesota  directly  across  the  Red 
River  of  the  North  from  Grand  Torks,  North  Dakota.  Together,  East  Grand 
Forks  and  Grand  Forks  serve  as  a  market,  retail  and  service  center  for  the 
surrounding  agricultural— based  economy.  East  Grand  Forks  is  the  smaller 
of  the  two  urban  areas.  The  city,  which  lies  at  the  confluence  of  the 
Red  and  Red  Lake  Rivers,  has  a  population  of  approximately  8,500. 

Flood  control  alternatives  under  investigation,  if  implemented,  have  the 
potential  of  affecting  other  institutions  in  or  near  the  study  area.  These 
include  Polk  County,  the  Red  River  Water  Management  Board,  and  the  Red  Lake 
River  Water  District.  Each  of  these  and  other  institutions  will  be  describ¬ 
ed  in  greater  detail  in  this  report. 


AVAILABLE  DATA 

General  background  data  concerning  the  project  and  alternatives  under  study 
are  contained  in  Plan  of  Study ,  Red  River  of  the  North  at  East  Grand  Forks , 
Minnesota  (1980)  and  the  Grand  Forks  -  East  Grand  Forks  Urban  Water  Resources 
Study  (1978)  prepared  by  the  St.  Paul  District,  Corps  of  Engineers.  More 
specific  institutional  data  are  available  from  three  institutional  analyses 
prepared  for  the  St.  Paul  District. 

The  Grand  Forks  -  East  Grand  Forks  Urban  Water  Resources  Study :  Institu¬ 
tional  Ana  1  vs  i  s  (  1977)  contains  a  descriptive  inventory  of  organizations 
germane  to  this  study.  The  study  also  provides  some  data  on  legal  authori¬ 
ties,  although  details  of  the  legal  mandates  were  objtained  from  M i nne  sot  a 
Statutes .  Within  the  data  framework  provided  by  this  study,  two  other 
5F!  Paul  District  studies,  An  Inst i t  ut i ona 1  St  udv  for  the  Pembina  River  and 
Park  River  at  Grafton,  North  Dakota  (1982)  and  Institutional  Analysis. 


Flood  Cone  ro  1  S  t  u  d  v  for  the  Upper  Mi  r.nesot  a  River  Basin,  Minnesota  -  South 
Dakota  (1Q80),  supplemented  data  concerning  the  state  and  Federal  institu¬ 
tions  pertinent  to  the  study. 

The  previous  institutional  analyses  and  Minnesota  Statutes  provided  informa¬ 
tion  concerning  legal  mandates,  financial  capability  and  jurisdictions. 

In  this  way  the  studies  influenced  subsequent  primary  data  collection.  But, 
these  studies  lacked  the  requisite  specificity  to  predict  institutional 
financial,  attitudinal  and  experiential  capabilities  for  the  four  alternatives 
studied  herein.  These  details  were  gathered  through  telephone  interviews. 


ASSUMPTIONS 

I  The  assumptions  underlying  this  report  include: 


1 

t  2. 


METHODOLOGY 

A  review  of  existing  data  and  legal  authorities  constituted  the  first  step 
in  the  study.  Relevant  federal,  state  and  local  organizations  were  jointly 
identified  by  the  St.  Paul  District  and  the  contractor.  During  conduct  of 
the  study  additional  agencies  were  added  to  the  interview  list  when  it 
became  apparent  that  they  could  be  intimately  involved  in  at  least  one  of 
the  alternatives  included  in  the  study. 

Primary  data  for  this  analysis  was  collected  by  telephone  interview  using 
a  standardized  questionnaire.  The  contractor  interviewed  the  highest 
accessible  officer  in  each  organization  at  the  local  level  with  knowledge 
of  issues  pertinent  to  the  study.  The  lowest  level  interviewed  was  one 
senior  technical  person.  In  the  larger  state  and  Federal  agencies,  where 
responsibilities  and  programs  of  interest  to  this  study  were  delegated  to 
specific  Departments  or  Bureaus,  the  Manager  of  the  Department  or  Bureau 
was  interviewed. 

Secondary  data,  provided  by  agency  officials,  were  used  to  validate  the 
interview  data.  Thus,  the  research  approach  was  empirical  and  quantitative 
to  the  fullest  extent  possible,  consistent  with  the  general  research  design 
specified  in  the  Scope  of  Work. 


The  alternatives  contained  in  the  Plan  of  Study  and  as  explained 
by  the  staff  of  the  St.  Paul  District  are  accurately  described  as 
they  will  be  implemented. 

The  powers,  capabilities,  interests  and  interactions  reported  dur¬ 
ing  the  telephone  interviews  actually  reflect  the  true  role  of 
the  organizations. 


REPORT  CONTENT 

The  remainder  of  this  analysis  is  presented  in  four  chapters  plus  Appendixes. 
The  four  chapters  are:  Institutional  Analysis  of 

•  Levees  and  Floodwalls, 

•  Zoning, 

•  Permanent  Evacuation,  and 

•  Floodproofing. 

Each  of  these  chapters  are  divided  into  three  subsections. 
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The  first  subsection  analyzes  in  detail  those  capabilities  required  of  some 
non-Corps  entity  co  implement  the  measure.  An  example  is  the  capacity  to 
acquire  lands,  rights-of-way  and  easements  for  a  structural  alternative. 

The  second  subsection  discusses  the  organizations  that  are  most  able  to 
meet  the  required  capabilities,  in  terms  of  their  past  experience,  their 
legal  and  financial  status,  and  their  attitudes  toward  implementation  of 
the  measure.  Interrelations  between  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies 
comprise  the  third  subsection.  The  fourth  subsection  identifies  expected 
institutional  deficiencies  and  perceived  opportunites  for  overcoming  them; 
that  is,  the  required  capability  missing  and  modifications  to  the  system 
that  would  correct  the  dificiency. 

Finally,  the  Appendixes  contain  the  scope  of  work,  the  questionnaire 
and  the  resume  of  the  person  responsible  for  the  analysis  and  conclusions 
in  the  report. 


ORGANIZATIONS  INTERVIEWED 

Representatives  of  the  following  institutions  were  interviewed  by  telephone 
during  the  conduct  of  the  study; 

Federal 

U.  S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
State 

Minnesota  Department  of  Energy,  Planning  and  Development 
Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
Regiona 1 

Lower  Red  River  Water  Management  Board 
Red  Lake  Watershed  District 
Local 

Polk  County  Assessor  (Zoning  Officer) 

East  Grand  Forks  City  Clerk 

Assessor/Building  Inspector 
Housing  and  Redevelopment  Authority 

In  addition,  the  Minnesota  League  of  Municipalities  provided  details  of 
municipal  powers  granted  under  Minnesota  statutes.  The  State  Auditor's 
office  provided  budget  and  bonding  data  for  the  study. 
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INSTITUTIONAL  ANALYSIS  OF  THE 
LEVEE  AND  FLOODWALL  ALTERNATIVE 


REQUIRED  CAPABILITIES 

The  first  alternative  being  considered  by  the  Corps  to  reduce  flood  damage 
at  East  Grand  Forks  is  to  construct  levees  and  floodwalls.  In  order  for 
the  Corps  to  cost  share  in  the  construction  of  levees  and  floodwalls,  there 
are  three  legal  requirements  of  a  public  local  entity: 

•  provide  all  project  lands,  rights-of-way  and  easements, 

•  operate  and  maintain  the  levees  during  the  project  life,  and 

•  hold  the  Federal  Government  harmless. 

These  three  requirements  can  be  restated  as  a  series  of  capabilities  required 
of  the  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  or  other  political  units  with  jurisdiction 
over  the  area.  The  first  group  of  capabilities  are  the  required  legal 
authorities : 

•  construct,  or  cooperate  in  the  construction  of  levees  and  floodwalls, 

•  purchase  lands  and  easements  for  construction, 

•  power  of  condemnation  for  levee  and  floodwall  construction,  and 

•  assume  responsibility  for  all  claims  arising  from  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  levee  and  floodwall  system. 

In  addition  to  the  legal  authorities,  there  are  three  financial  capabilities. 
The  local  sponsor  must  have  the  capability  to: 

•  acquire  lands  and  easements, 

•  provide  the  local  share  of  the  cost  of  construction,  and 

•  provide  requisite  operation  and  maintenance. 

Beyond  the  legal  and  financial  capabilities,  the  local  sponsor  would  also 
need  to  possess,  or  be  able  to  obtain,  these  functional  capabilities: 

•  technical  expertise, 

•  experience, 

•  equipment,  and 

•  staff 

to  operate  and  maintain  the  levees  and  floodwalls. 

To  these  legal,  financial  and  functional  capabilities,  one  additional 
capability  is  added : 

•  the  ability  to  maintain  public  support  for  the  project  in  order  to 
assure  that  the  local  sponsor  meets  the  continued  legal,  financial 
and  technical  responsibilities. 

In  short,  there  must  be  sufficient  public  support  to  assure  that  all 
local  responsibilities  will  be  met  through  the  life  of  the  project. 

In  addition  to  these  capabilities,  the  levee  and  floodwall  alternative 
requires  permanent  evacuation  of  families  and  businesses  to  acquire  the 
requisite  right-of-way.  This  aspect  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Chapter 
A  of  the  report. 
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EXISTING  INSTITUTIONAL  CAPABILITIES 


Legal 

The  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  possesses  the  legal  authority  to  construct 
levees  and  floodwalls  by  virtue  of  its  Home  Rule  Charter.  Section  1.02, 

Power  of  the  Cit v ,  states:  "The  city  shall  have  all  powers  which  it  may 
now  or  hereafter  be  possible  for  a  municipal  corporation  in  this  state  to 
exercise  in  harmony  with  the  constitutions  of  this  state  and  of  the  United 
States”  (p.  1).  Chapter  458.32  of  Minnesota  Statutes  (1980)  grants  the 
power  to  construct  levees  to  cities  of  the  first  class  (Minne'apo  1  is ,  St. 

Paul  and  Duluth).  East  Grand  Forks  has  that  authority  by  virtue  of 
Section  1.02,  therefore.  The  city  also  has  the  authority  to  be  involved  in 
levee  systems  extending  beyond  its  corporate  limits  through  joint  power 
authority  granted  cities.  The  city  could  contract  with  the  county,  the  Soil 
and  Water  Conservation  District  and  the  Red  Lake  Watershed  District  for  these 
purposes.  There  is  ample  precedent  for  this  including  Rochester,  Minnesota. 

In  addition  to  the  city,  the  Red  Lake  Watershed  District  has  the  authority  to 
construct  levees  as  granted  under  Chapter  112  of  Minnesota  Statutes.  The 
district,  which  includes  the  drainage  area  of  the  Red  Lake  River,  the  Grand 
Marais  River  and  several  smaller  tributaries  which  flow  directly  to  the  Red 
River,  is  granted  broad  water-resource  related  powers  including  construction 
of  dams,  levees  and  floodwalls,  and  channelization  projects.  The  major 
objective  is  water  management  and  providing  for  orderly  use  and  development 
of  the  resources. 

Legal  authority  to  acquire,  by  purchase  or  condemnation,  project  lands  for 
rights-of-way  and  easements  are  specifically  granted  to  East  Grand  Forks 
through  Section  1.02  of  its  Charter  by  virtue  of  Chapter  458.32  of  Minnesota 
Statutues  and  also  to  the  Red  Lake  Watershed  District  in  Chapter  112.  These 
same  chapters  also  permit  the  city  and  the  district  to  hold  the  Federal 
Government  harmless. 

The  legal  authority  to  meet  the  three  financial  capabilities  required  of  the 
local  sponsor  also  exist  for  both  the  city  and  the  watershed  district  within 
the  legislative  mandates  cited  in  the  previous  paragraph.  These  powers  in¬ 
clude  taxation  and  bonding  for  land  acquisition,  construction  costs  and 
operation  and  maintenance  activities.  In  addition  to  these  institutions, 
the  Lower  Red  River  Water  Management  Board  has  funding  capability,  although 
it  has  never  funded  a  levee  project  before.  Also  empowered  by  Chapter  112, 
the  Management  Board  is  compose  of  eight  Chapter  112  Watershed  Districts 
which  are  tributary  to  the  Red  River  in  Minnesota . and  extend  from  Breckenridge 
to  the  Canadian  border.  The  Board  has  taxation  authority  under  Chapter  112. 
Funds  are  appropriated  by  the  Board  which  is  composed  of  one  elected  repre¬ 
sentative  from  each  Watershed  District.  Revenue  generated  by  the  2  mill 
ad  valorem  tax  is  split  into  two  parts.  One  half  remains  with  the  Watershed 
District  and  one  half  is  pooled  and  allocated  by  the  Management  Board. 

Financial 

Final  cost  estimates  for  the  levee  and  floodwall  alternative  and  determination 
of  the  local  share  are  not  yet  available.  Therefore,  it  is  not  possible  to 
draw  definitive  conclusion  concerning  ability  to  provide  the  local  share. 

But  legal  authority  is  only  one  aspect  of  financial  capability;  the  ability 
to  finance  the  project  is  also  dependent  upon  the  financial  health  of  the 
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local  sponsor.  Statutes  provide  for  local  funding;  state  funding  requires 
specific  action  by  the  legislature.  This  discussion  focuses  on  local  sources. 


Under  Minnesota  Statutues,  funding  for  levees  and  floodwalls  is  by  bonding 
to  be  paid  by  a  special  tax  assessment.  While  there  is  a  statutory  limit 
of  6.67  percent  of  total  assessed  valuation  on  General  Obligation  bonding, 
there  is  no  limit  on  special  assessments.  Even  so,  examining  the  indebted¬ 
ness  of  East  Grand  Forks  provides  one  measure  of  fiscal  health.  Table  1 
presents  the  total  indebtedness  of  the  community  as  of  31  December  1981. 


TABLE  1 

EAST  GRAND  FORKS  BONDS  OUTSTANDING1 
31  DECEMBER  1981 


Type  of  Bond 

General  Obligation 
Special  Assessment 
Revenue 
Refunding 
Highway  Aid 


Amount 

$1 ,690,0002 
5,990,000 
1,205,000 
1,975,000 
200,000 


TOTAL 


$11,060,000 


^Source:  State  Auditor's  Office,  1982. 

The  general  obligation  bond  limitation  for  the  city  is  $1.9  million. 


The  $11,060,000  total  indebtedness  equals  a  per  capita  indebtedness  of 
$1,345.66  (based  on  an  estimated  1981  population  of  8,219).  This  compares 
with  a  total  annual  per  capita  revenue  of  $542.03.  Over  the  last  four 
years,  total  bonded  indeotedness  of  the  city  has  decreased  by  12.8  percent 
(Office  of  the  State  Auditor,  Economic  Vitality,  p.  5). 

Another  measure  of  the  fiscal  health  is  the  city's  bond  rating  established 
by  Moody's.  Table  2  indicates  that  the  city's  rating  of  Baal  is  in  the 
lower  30  percent  of  cities  in  Minnesota  over  2,500  populaiton.  A  spokes¬ 
person  for  the  State  Auditor's  office  expressed  the  view  that  the  rating 
was  typical  of  a  city  of  that  size  in  Minnesota. 

Thus,  while  a  definitive  conclusion  is  not  possible,  it  would  appear  that 
special  assessment  bonding  is  realistic  for  this  alternative.  It  should 
also  be  pointed  out  that  the  city  anticipates  that  implementation  of  this 
alternative  will  increase  total  assessed  valuation  in  the  city.  The  rea¬ 
son  for  this  is  Chat  housing  improvements  and  construction  of  new  units  are 
anticipated  after  the  levees  are  in  place,  since  housing  maintenance  now 
is  being  deferred.  (Such  development  may  be  incompatible  with  E0  11988  which 
states  that  to  the  extent  possible,  the  Corps  will  avoid  inducing  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  base  floodplain  unless  there  is  no  practicable  alternative. 
However,  under  Minnesota  statutes,  the  DNR  has  no  practical  mechanism  for 
preventing  induced  development  behind  levees.)  Local  officials  anticipate 
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TABLE  2 

MOODY'S  BOND  RATINGS  OF  MINNESOTA  CITIES1 


Rating 

Number 

Percent 

AAA 

2 

1.4 

AA1 

1 

0.7 

AA 

11 

7.4 

A1 

18 

12.2 

A 

72 

48.6 

BAA1 

24 

16.2 

BAA 

15 

10. 1 

BA 

5 

3.4 

TOTAL 

148 

100.0 

lc 

Source 

:  Of  f ice  of  the 

State  Auditor,  1982 

.  Bond  racings  are  main- 

tained  only 

for  communities 

with  recent  bonding 

activity.  Therefore,  not 

all  cicies  have  current  ratings. 


improvement  to  occur  behind  the  levees.  This  leads  to  a  favorable  increase 
in  the  tax  base  and  makes  it  easier  for  the  city  to  meet  its  debt  commitments. 

East  Grand  Forks  is  not  the  only  potential  local  sponsor.  The  Red  Lake  Water¬ 
shed  District  stated  that  it  has  the  authority  to  sponsor  the  project.  The 
district  has  the  capability  to  levy  a  special  assessment  on  the  property 
protected  by  the  levee  in  the  same  manneT  as  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks. 

The  district  would  assume  the  responsibilities  only  if  the  city  requested 
it  to  do  so. 

Expe  r ience 

The  city  of  East  Grand  Forks  appears  to  possess  the  requisite  capability  with 
respect  to  experience.  It  is  presently  maintaining  the  emergency  levees  that 
exist  in  the  community.  However,  premanent  levees  and  floodwalls  are  likely 
to  require  maintenance  activites  that  more  extensive  and  complex  than 
now.  However,  local  informants  were  confident  that  the  city's  Highways 
and  Streets  Department  possessed  sufficient  experience  to  meet  the  responsi¬ 
bilities.  The  reasons  given  for  that  position  were  that  the  city  has  been 
intimately  involved  in  constructing  and  repairing  emergency  levees  during 
and  after  past  flood  emergencies.  Further,  the  city  has  used  its  earthmoving 
equipment  for  precisely  these  purposes.  While  the  workload  and  budget 
requirements  would  increase,  local  informants  see  no  significant  difficulty 
given  the  local  commitment  to  the  levee  alternative. 


Attitudes 

The  levee  and  floodwall  alternative  is  the  one  preferred  by  all  local  and  re¬ 
gional  officials  interviewed.  Based  on  their  responses,  this  alternative  is 
the  only  one  that  will  receive  widespread  public  support.  There  was 
unanimous  agreement  that  the  levee  alternative  was  the  one  for  implementation. 
Any  other  alternative  under  study  would  irreparably  harm  the  city  in  their 
view.  This  point  will  be  discussed  in  the  chapters  on  zoning,  relocation 
and  floodproofing. 
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One  local  informant  expressed  concern  for  the  number  of  structures  that 
would  be  taken  for  this  alternative.  That  person  stated  a  desire  for 
the  use  of  floodwalls  whereever  possible  to  minimize  the  number  of 
structures  taken.  The  preferred  levee  alignement  was  as  close  to  the 
river  as  possible. 


INTERRELATIONS 

It  is  appropriate  to  discuss  the  interrelations  that  are  required  if  the 
levee  and  floodwall  alternative  is  implemented.  These  interrelations 
are  categorized  as  legal,  financial  and  technical. 

Legal  interrelations  involve  the  Corps,  Minnesota  DNR,  the  Red  Lake 
Watershed  Districc  and  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks.  Polk  County  will 
also  be  involved  if  levees  extend  beyond  the  city  limits. 

Permits  for  levee  construction  are  required  by  the  Corps,  Minnesota  DNR 
and  the  Red  Lake  Watershed  District.  Each  of  these  institutions  have  the 
authority  to  review  and  approve  the  details  of  const  rue t ion . 

In  financing  the  project,  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks  needs  no  approvals 
beyond  the  city.  No  state  agency  will  be  involved  in  review  or  approval 
of  the  bond  issue,  beyond  the  standardized  fiscal  reports  to  the  State 
Auditor.  The  city  uses  a  private  bond  consultant  for  the  actual  bond 
issue.  If  the  Red  Lake  Watershed  District  was  the  local  sponsor,  The 
same  process  would  be  followed,  except  that  the  Lower  Red  River  Water 
Management  Board  would  also  pass  on  the  issue. 

The  Red  Lake  Watershed  District  indicated  that  levees  and  floodwalls  would 
not  adversely  affect  any  of  their  other  water  resource  projects  along 
the  Red  Lake  River  and  its  tributaries.  The  Lower  Red  River  Water 
Management  Board  concurred  in  this  opinion.  That  institution  felt  that 
any  effects  would  be  restricted  to  the  immediate  East  Grand  Forks  area. 

In  performing  operation  and  maintenance  activities,  East  Grand  Forks  would 
be  the  probable  responsibile  agency,  no  matter  who  financed  the  project. 
The  Red  Lake  Watershed  District  has  no  experience  in  levee  operation  and 
maintenance  and  has  no  particular  desire  to  do  so.  Technical  assistance 
could  be  provided  by  the  DNR  and  the  Corps,  with  the  Corps  likely 
providing  the  bulk  of  assistance. 

INSTITUTIONAL  DEFICIENCIES 

There  appear  to  be  no  existing  deficiencies  among  the  institutions  that 
would  adversely  impact  the  imp lement ab i 1 ity  of  the  levee  and  floodwall 
alternative.  Legal  authority  clearly  exists.  Insofar  as  the  financial 
requirements  are  understood  locally,  it  appears  that  local  funding  is 
possible.  Because  of  the  long  history  of  flooding  and  floodfighting,  the 
community  believes  that  it  possesses  the  requisite  level  of  technical 
expertise,  the  equipment  and  staff  to  safely  operate  and  maintain  the 
levees  and  floodwalls. 
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INSTITUTIONAL  ANALYSIS  OF  THE 
ZONING  ALTERNATIVE 


REQUIRED  CAPABILITIES 

Use  of  flood  plain  zoning  to  control  further  development  is  the  second 
alternative  analyzed  in  this  report.  In  order  for  zoning,  a  long-term 
solution,  to  be  used  East  Grand  Forks  would  be  the  responsible  local 
governmental  unit.  Legal  and  financial  requirements  for  this  alternative 
inc 1 ude : 

•  capability  to  zone  the  lands  subject  to  flooding, 

•  authority  to  enforce  zoning  regulations,  and 

•  sufficient  budget  allocation  to  maintain  stafff  and  support  require¬ 
ments. 

Beyond  these  legal  and  financial  requirements,  the  city  would  also  need  these 
functional  capabilities: 

•  technical  expertise,  and 

•  experience 

with  flood  plain  zoning  enforcement. 

There  are  two  additional  requirements  for  the  local  interests: 

•  alternative  areas  to  develop  in  or  adjacent  to  East  Grand  Forks,  and 

•  the  ability  to  maintain  a  viable,  cohesive  local  community  as 
businesses  and  families  are  displaced  through  zoning  restrictions. 

That  is,  zoning  restricts  structural  improvements,  ultimately  leading  to 
abandonment.  When  families  and  businesses  move  from  the  floodplain,  they 
must  have  both  the  land  and  the  impetus  to  remain  in  East  Grand  Forks. 

While  Federal  agencies  maintain  a  perspective  broader  than  local  or 
regional,  the  local  interests  and  the  state  have  a  narrower  view. 

EXISTING  INSTITUTIONAL  CAPABILITIES 

Minnesota  statues,  Chapter  462.357  provides  general  zoning  authority  for 
municipalities.  The  authority  extends  two  miles  from  existing  corporate 
limits  into  adjacent  unincorporated  areas.  In  addition.  Chapter  104.04 
and  104.07  provide  for  the  adoption  and  enforcement  ot  , lood  plain  zoning 
regu  lat  ions . 

East  Grand  Forks  has  had  regulations  in  effect  since  1977.  According  to 
the  DNR,  the  regulations  are  consistent  with  state  and  Federal  programs. 

The  applicable  state  programs  are  defined  in  "Statewide  Standards  and 
Criteria  for  Management  of  Flood  Plain  Areas  in  Minnesota”  (NR  85  to  NR  93). 
The  flood  plain  regulations  are  incorporated  into  the  community's  overall 
zoning  ordinance.  Therefore,  technically,  variances  are  permitted;  actually, 
no  variance  can  be  issued  which  alters  the  base-flood  elevation  requirements. 

Enforcement  of  the  regulations  has  been  described  as  "lax"  (DNR)  and 
"moderate"  (city).  The  reason  given  was  that  one-third  of  the  city  is  in 
the  floodplain  and  local  interests  want  to  see  the  city  grow,  not  stagnate. 
The  city  seems  to  help  developers  by  bending  the  rules.  This  leads  the 
DNR  to  conclude  that  enforcement  is  sporadic  and  not  consistent. 
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Parc  of  the  enforcement  problem  may  also  be  the  result  of  cuts  in  staff 
and  budget.  The  city's  tax  revenues  are  increasing  at  a  rate  below  the 
inflation  race.  The  building  inspector  and  assesssor's  office  is  composed 
of  two  professionals  and  one  adminisc rator/c lerk .  The  staff  is  currently 
working  nights  and  weekends  to  complete  its  work;  consequently,  it  feels 
thac  it  cannot  enforce  all  regulations  to  the  letter  of  the  law. 

For  1981  salaries  in  the  assessor 's of f  ice  were  cut  by  $16,180,  but  this  has 
more  implications  for  assessing  than  for  zoning  enforcement.  Overall,  the 
city  is  having  to  cut  services.  User  fees  appear  to  be  the  omv  way  to 
generate  more  revenues  for  basic  services.  Even  so,  local  informants 
anticipate  future  budget  cuts  in  all  areas. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  city  does  possess  the  technical  expertise  and  experi¬ 
ence  to  enforce  the  flood  plain  zoning  regulations.  It  has  been  directly 
involved  with  enforcement  since  1977.  Problems  identified  above  relate  to 
the  commitment  of  the  city  rather  than  to  the  quality  of  the  staff. 

There  seems  to  be  a  general  belief  that  pressures  to  restrict  development 
leads  to  businesses  and  families  moving  out  of  the  community.  Local,  region¬ 
al,  state  and  Federal  informants  feel  that  pressure  to  move  families  and 
businesses  from  the  floodplain  may  lead  to  exodus  from  East  Grand  Forks. 

The  State  Auditor's  Office  cited  the  documented  case  at  Moorhead  where  busi¬ 
nesses  forced  to  move  relocated  in  Fargo,  North  Dakota,  for  tax  and  other 
financial  reasons.  HUD  officials  expressed  a  similar  concern.  Local  and 
regional  informants  believe  that  this  is  the  case  at  East  Grand  Forks  as 
well.  Reasons  given  for  this  include:  1)  the  lack  of  available  and  develop¬ 
able  lands,  and  2)  tax  structure  differential  between  Minnesota  and  North 
Dakota.  To  the  local  informants,  displacement  means  exodus  more  often  than 
not.  This  is  a  real  disincentive  to  strict  flood  plain  zoning  enforcement. 

As  a  final  note,  the  State  Planning  Agency  is  presently  conducting  a  study 
of  this  border  phenomenon.  While  the  study  is  not  now  available,  future 
projects  located  in  border  communities  may  find  the  report  useful. 


INTERRELATIONS 

Flood  plain  zoning  implementation  and  enforcement  is- the  result  of  FEMA, 

DNR  and  East  Grand  Forks  cooperation.  FEMA  funds  the  development  of  the 
technical  study.  A  consultant  or  another  Federal  or  state  agency  actually 
performs  the  study.  FEMA  and  the  DNR  cooperate  to  assure  that  the  technical 
study  meets  both  Federal  and  state  accuracy  criteria.  East  Grand  Forks  then 
passed  the  restrictions  based  on  the  technical  study.  The  city  has  little 
to  sa';  about  the  base-flood  elevations  established  for  the  community.  Changes 
to  the  elevations  must  be  approved  by  both  DNR  and  FEMA.  Beyond  the  degree 
of  enforcemeat,  there  is  little  option  for  East  Grand  Forks.  Even  there  the 
DNR  conducts  periodic  review  of  enforcement.  One  of  these  reviews  led  to 
two  meetings  in  the  last  year  and  one-half  to  resolve  problems  with  enforce¬ 
ment  . 


INSTITUTIONAL  DEFICIENCIES 

There  are  no  existing  deficiencies  in  legal  authority  to  enforce  the  flood 
plain  zoning  restrictions.  The  only  deficiencies  appear  to  be  the  result 
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of  perceived  adverse  effects  to  the  community's  tax  base  when  restrictions 
are  rigidly  applied. 


13 


K-2  1 


INSTITUTI anal  analysis  of  the 

PERMANENT  EVACUATION  ANi.TEK.NAi  IVE 


REQUIRED  CAPABILITIES 

The  third  alternative  under  discussion  is  permanent  evacuation.  This 
alternative  is  inherent  in  the  levee  and  floodwall  alternative  discussed 
in  Chapter  2  where  it  is  necessary  for  right-of-way  and  easement  acquisi¬ 
tion.  Permanent  relocation  is  also  being  considered  as  a  separate  solution 
for  flood  damage  reduction.  The  only  difference  in  terms  of  requisite 
capabilities  lies  in  the  magnitude  of  the  relocation  and  concomitant 
commitment  of  local  resources. 

In  order  to  conduct  a  permanent  evacuation  project,  a  political  unit  must 
be  empowered  by  statute  with  the  the  legal  authority  to: 

•  purchase  structures  and  lands  for  this  specific  purpose,  and 

•  use  the  power  of  condemnation  when  necessary. 

In  addition  to  the  legal  authority,  there  are  two  financial  capabilities: 

•  to  provide  the  requisite  level  of  staff  to  operate  the  program,  and 

•  purchase  the  large  number  of  properties  located  on  the  100-year 
floodplain. 

Beyond  these,  the  implementing  institution  must  possess,  or  be  able  to  obtain, 
these  functional  capabilities: 

•  technical  expertise, 

•  experience ,  and 

•  staff 

to  conduct  the  permanent  evacuation  program  within  the  constraints  establish¬ 
ed  by  the  program. 

Finally,  local  support  for  the  program  will  likely  be  absent  unless  these 
requirements  are  met: 

•  alternative  areas  to  develop  in  or  adjacent  to  East  Grand  Forks,  and 

•  the  ability  to  maintain  a  viable,  cohesive  local  community  as 
businesses  and  families  are  displaced  through  the  evacuation. 

These  latter  two  capabilities  appear  to  be  particularly  important  in  the 
specific  case  of  East  Grand  Forks  because  of  the  potential  for  exodus  of 
families  and  businesses  to  North  Dakota. 


EXISTING  INSTITUTIONAL  CAPABILITIES 

Permanent  evacuation  from  a  floodplain  is  a  permissable  community 
redevelopment  activity  under  Minnesota  statutues.  Chapter  A62.M5,  the 
Municipal  Housing  and  Redevelopment  Act,  empowers  municipalities  to 
institute  and  fund  housing  redevelopment  projects.  Chapter  U~2  provides  for 
the  formation  of  a  Redevelopment  Authority.  The  authority  is  funded  by  a 
special  assessment  levied  by  the  community.  As  a  special  assessment,  the 
tax  and  bonding  does  not  fall  under  the  community's  tax  limit.  The 
authority  does  not,  by  statute,  have  the  power  to  condemn,  unless  the 
municipality  specifically  grants  the  power  to  the  authority. 
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Ease  Grand  Forks  has  created  the  Housine  and  Redevelopment  Author::.  ■  !  Ea  • 
Grand  Forks,  The  organization  has  existed  for  12  years;  the  executive  dir-  •  : 

also  serves  as  Community  Development  Director  for  the  city.  The  staff  :  - 
composed  of  one  housing  specialist,  one  community  deve looment  official  and 
three  support  personnel.  Staffing  is  adequate  for  its  present  level  of  :k. 
but  a  redevelopment  coordinator  has  recently  been  laid  off.  Funding  from, 
the  l'.  S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  < HDD )  grants  keeps  the 
organization  functioning.  As  grants  increase,  staffing  increases. 

The  Authority  possesses  the  power  to  purchase  structures  and  lands  for  speci¬ 
fic  purposes  established  by  the  city.  The  city  has  extended  the  Authority 
the  power  to  condemn  in  the  past.  If  the  permanent  evacuation  alternative 
was  implemented,  the  city  would  have  to  extend  condemnation  power  to  the 
Authority,  or  it  would  have  to  acquire  the  properties  itself. 

The  Authority  has  the  power  to  issue  bonds  under  Chapter  472.09.  However, 
neither  the  city  not  the  Authority  would  be  aole  to  fund  the  entire  evacuation 
alone;  it  would  require  state  or  Federal  assistance.  Both  the  Corps  and  HIT' 
have  funding  programs  for  such  a  purpose.  The  Ht'D  program  is  scheduled  to 
be  passed  to  the  state  Department  of  Energy,  Planning  and  Development, 

Office  of  Local  Government  during  FY  1983.  That  agenev  will  adminster 
the  small  cities  program  in  Minnesota  (small  cities  are  under  50,000  popula¬ 
tion).  All  Federal  regulations  will  remain  in  force.  The  only  change  will 
be  in  priority.  HID  seemed  to  favor  slum  and  blight  rehabilitation  over 
public  facilities  and  economic  development-  The  state  intends  to  weight 
these  three  areas  equally  for  funding  purposes.  The  program  will  continue 
to  be  focused  on  low  and  moderate  income  communities. 

Presently,  the  Authority  does  not  believe  that  it  has  the  requisite  staff 
to  implement  this  alternative.  In  the  1970s  it  had  supervised  the  relocation 
of  approximately  50  families  and  31  businesses  during  an  18  month  period. 
However,  at  that  time,  there  was  a  full-time  rehabilitation  specialist 
working  with  the  executive  director  in  coordinating  activities. 

Based  on  past  experience  accumulated  by  the  city  during  urban  renewal  and 
flood-damage  relocations,  there  seems  to  be  adequate  local  experience. 
Additional  manpower,  with  a  high  level  of  experience,  is  required  for  a 
project  of  any  magnitude.  Since  the  number  of  units  involved  in  the  reloc¬ 
ation  cannot  be  identified  at  this  time,  guidelines  can  be  presented  here 
which  will  define  the  magnitude  of  local  requirements. 

HDD  uses  a  rule  of  thumb  that  one  experienced  professional  can  handle 
approximately  50  relocations  per  year.  Local  informants  indicate  that  ap¬ 
proximately  one-third  of  the  3471  (U.  S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1981)  housing 
units  in  East  Grand  Forks  are  located  in  the  floodplain.  If  more  than  1150 
units  are  relocated,  exclusive  of  businesses,  the  alternative  far  exceeds 
the  capacity  and  experience  of  the  local  authority.  Hl'D  further  considers  more 
than  50  relocations  to  be  significant  for  a  city  the  size  of  East  Grand  Forks. 
HL'D  does  believe,  however,  that  the  local  officials  possess  the  expertise 
and  that  additional  staff  is  available  in  the  geographical  area. 

Beyond  the  legal,  financial  and  technical  capabilities,  implementation  of 
permanent  evacuation  requires  continued  viability  and  vitality  in  order  to 
have  local  support.  There  are  factors  which  make  this  alternative  difficult 
to  implement. 
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First,  alternative  areas  for  development  in  East  Grand  Forks  are  limited, 
and  largelv  prime  farmlands.  Thus,  corporate  limits  will  need  to  be 
extended  along  with  considerable  capital  investment  in  the  requisite  c  i  tv 
services.  City  informants  expressed  concern  for  the  loss  of  their  existing 
investment  in  the  municipally-owned  water,  sewer  and  electricity  facilities 
already  in  place.  These  costs  coupled  with  relocation  costs  are  believed 
to  provide  a  serious  strain  on  the  city's  resources. 

In  addition  to  these  considerations,  the  local  community,  the  Office  of 
the  State  Auditor  and  HUD  all  pointed  to  an  alleged  pattern  of  exodus 
out  of  state.  Under  HUD  policies  relocation  projects  include  allowing 
families  and  businesses  to  move  to  the  location  of  their  choice.  These 
organizations  each  expressed  che  view  that  some  families  and  businesses 
will  opt  to  move  to  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota.  Reasons  given  were  the 
differing  tax  structure  (most  often)  between  the  states  and  the  greater 
amenities  offered  by  the  larger  city.  Local  informants  cite  the  general 
absence  of  doctors  and  lawyers  in  East  Grand  Forks  as  evidence; 
all  doctors  and  nearly  all  attorneys  are  now  located  in  North  Dakota. 
Consequently,  local  officials  tear  that  relocation  will  cause  large- 
scale  flight  to  North  Dakota.  While  this  is  not  necessarily  a  concern 
when  viewing  the  effects  from  a  National  or  regional  perspective,  such 
views  likely  have  a  definite  impact  on  the  imp  1 ement ab i 1 i t y  of  this 
alternative.  Local  support  is  questionable. 

According  to  HUD,  further  considerations  that  affect  the  size  of  the  pro¬ 
ject  include  the  local  housing  vacancy  rate,  the  housing  market,  income  and 
interest  rates.  Only  the  local  housing  market  is  perceived  to  be  no  problem. 
The  vacancy  rate  in  East  Grand  Forks  is  presently  approximately  4-5 
percent.  This  is  down  from  Last  year's  peak  rate  of  18  percent.  (The 
change  is  attributed  to  the  seasonal  influx  of  college-aged  students). 

The  vacancy  rate  indicates  the  order  of  magnitude  of  relocations  possible 
in  an  orderly  manner.  Additionally,  a  large  percentage  of  families 
displaced  are  likely  to  have  marginal  income.  It  will  be  difficult  for 
these  families  to  enter  the  housing  market  at  present  interest  rates  even 
with  the  relocation  assistance  allowance  provided  by  Federal  regulations 
(HUD,  1979).  Under  these  circumstances,  extant  regulations  require 
governmental  provision  of  "last  resort  replacement  housing".  In  brief, 
this  includes  rehabilitation  or  addition  to  an  existing  dwelling;  a  re¬ 
placement  housing  payment;  construction  of  new  housing;  relocation  (and 
rehabilitation)  of  a  replacement  dwelling;  or  the  purchase  of  land  and/or 
dwelling  for  sale  to,  lease  to,  or  exchange  with  a  displaced  person 
(HUD,  1979).  This  could  materially  affect  the  cost  of  the  alternative. 

The  exact  effect  cannot  be  estimated  without  identification  of  the 
housing  units  and  families  specifically  involved. 


INTERRELATIONS 

Interrelations  required  under  the  permanent  evacuation  alternative  are  in 
a  state  of  transition.  Applications  filed  before  the  October  1Q82  deadline 
will  be  handled  by  HUD.  The  state  will  assume  respon i b i  1  i t y  for  applications 
filed  after  that  period.  Thus,  East  Grand  Forks  will  be  working  with  the 
Office  of  Local  Government.  The  interrelation  takes  the  form  of  grant 
application,  review,  program  review  and  technical  assistance. 
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INSTITUTIONAL  DEFICIENCIES 


Existing  deficiencies  appear  to  be  centered  on  the  current  level  of  staffin 
and  the  question  of  funding.  Boch  issues  can  be  solved  if  there  are  suffi¬ 
cient  grant  funds  available  when  the  project  is  implemented.  Modification 
to  the  existing  institutions  is  not  necessary. 

No  agency  expressed  support  for  this  alternative.  The  city  and  the  Lower 
Red  River  Water  Management  Board  expressed  the  view  that  relocation,  as  the 
the  sole  alternative,  was  not  acceptable. 
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INSTITUTIONAL  ANALYSIS  OF  THE 
FLOOD PROOFING  ALTERNATIVE 


REQUIRED  CAPABILITIES 

The  final  alternative  analyzed  in  this  study  is  floodproofing  individual 
structures.  Floodproofing  is  normally  only  economically  feasible  for 
relatively  high  value  structures.  It  is  sometimes  used  as  one  part  of  an 
overall  flood-damage  reduction  program  which  would  also  include  relocation 
and  zoning  enforcement. 

In  order  for  floodproofing  to  be  a  viable  alternative,  East  Grand  Forks 
must  have  the  following: 

o  legal  authority  to  permit  floodproofing  as  a  legitimate  structural 
improvement  within  the  limitations  of  the  flood  plain  zoning 
restrict  ions . 

o  financial  capability  to  assist  local  businesses  and  families  in 
implementing  the  program,  and 

o  sufficient  experienced,  technically  competent  staff  to  implement 
the  program  on  a  large  scale. 

The  last  capability  appears  to  be  the  most  important  for  this  alternative. 


EXISTING  INSTITUTIONAL  CAPABILITIES 

As  stated  previously,  the  city  is  empowered  to  institute  flood  plain 
zoning  under  Chapter  104  of  Minnesota  Statutues.  The  Chapter  further 
empowers  the  Minnesota  DNR  to  promulgate  regulations  implementing  the 
the  act.  Those  regulations  (NR  85-93  cited  previously)  recognize 
floodproofing  as  a  legitimate  structural  improvement  on  floodplain 
structures.  Further,  East  Grand  Forks  has  incorporated  floodproofing 
within  its  ordinance.  Thus,  there  are  no  legal  impediments  to  implementing 
the  alternative.  It  should  be  pointed  out,  however,  that  FEMA  and  the 
DNR  maintain  differing  positions  on  floodproofing.  While  Minnesota  accepts 
it,  FEMA  does  not.  However,  in  Minnesota,  FEMA  has  deferred  to  the  state. 

Cost  to  the  city  (or  ocher)  government  for  implementing  this  alternative 
is  perceived  to  be  low.  The  private  land  and  building  owners  normally 
bear  the  bulk  of  the  cost.  The  requisite  city  financial  commitment  is 
limited  to  appropriating  sufficient  funds  to  maintian  a  technically  know- 
legeable  staff!  Local  officials  believe  that  this  can  be  done  by  adding 
one  additional  position  to  the  assessor/bui lding  inspector's  office. 

The  city  does  have  experience  with  floodproofing.  A  few  homes  have  been 
floodproofed  in  East  Grand  Forks.  But  this  alternative  would  require  a 
change  in  emphasis  from  almost  incidental  to  a  large-scale  involvement. 

The  city  sees  its  technical  role  as  limited  to  inspection  through  the 
building  permit  process  to  assure  compliance  with  the  regulation.  The 
DNR,  however,  feels  that  technical  assistance  needs  to  be  provided  to 
land  and  structure  owners.  It  sees  that  as  a  problem.  The  DNR  and  the 
University  of  Minnesota  have  held  seminars  around  the  state  which  local 
officials  and  some  consultants  attended  to  discuss  the  state  regulations 
and  technical  alternatives  available.  But,  while  the  DNR  was  unable  to 
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discuss  Ease  Grand  Forks  specifically,  the  informant  felt  that  it  was  dif¬ 
ficult  to  convey  to  local  officials  the  requisite  level  of  technical  export i 
under  the  existing  program. 


INTERRELATIONS 

If  this  alternative  was  implemented,  then  the  existing  interaction  between 
the  city  and  DNR  would  continue.  However,  at  least  initially,  the  fequenev 
of  interaction  will  increase.  Once  the  program  is  established  and  the 
community  has  the  requisite  level  of  technical  expertise,  the  frequency 
of  interaction  would  likely  revert  to  its  existing  level.  Presently,  DNR 
conducts  what  amounts  to  a  compliance,  or  program,  audit  approximately  once 
per  year.  The  audit  is  essentially  a  review  of  the  manner  in  which  flood 
plain  regulations  are  implemented  by  the  city. 


INSTITUTIONAL  DEFICIENCIES 

It  appears  that  East  Grand  Forks  lacks  the  requisite  technical  staff  to 
implement  a  large-scale  floodproofing  program.  Local  informants  state 
that  the  present  staff  of  the  assessor /bui 1  ding  inspector's  office  has 
difficulty  completing  all  of  its  present  assignments  within  the  normal 
work  week.  Because  of  the  number  of  structures  located  on  the  floodplain, 
additional  staff  in  the  department  appears  necessary.  Presumably,  che 
additional  staff  would  require  at  least  some  technical  training. 

It  would  seem  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  could  assist  the  local  community 
in  implementing  this  alternative.  This  could  be  done  by  providing  technical 
assistance  which  complements  that  provided  by  the  DNR. 

Another  deficiency  is  the  lack  of  local  support  for  this  alternative.  Local 
informants  feel  that  this  is  not  workable  because  of  the  large  number  of 
low-value  homes  involved.  The  capital  outlay  required  is  likely  to  exceed 
the  financial  capability  of  the  owners  or  would  not  provide  a  sufficiently 
high  annual  rate-of-return  to  justify  the  expenditure.  This  is  compounded 
by  the  belief  that  floodproofing  too  often  fails  to  achieve  its  purpose. 

The  city,  the  Housing  and  Redevelopment  Authority,  and  the  Lower  Red  River 
Water  Management  Board  feel  that  the  alternative  would  not  work  as  the  sole 
alternat  ive . 
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SCOPE  OF  WORK  FOR 
INSTITUTIONAL  ANALYSIS 
EAST  GRAND  FORKS ,  MINNESOTA 


1 . 00  Introduction 

1.01  Project  Description.  The  St.  Paul  District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  is 
conducting  a  flood  control  study  for  East  Grand  Forks,  Polk  County,  Minne¬ 
sota.  Flood  damage  reduction  measures  being  considered  include  levees /f lood- 
walls,  zoning,  permanent  evacuation,  floodproofing,  insurance,  and  emergency 
operations.  (For  more  information,  see  Plan  of  Study,  Red  River  of  the  North 
at  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota.) 

1.02  Contract  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  this  contract  is  to  obtain  a  Contractor 
who  will  use  both  extant  and  original  data  to  perform  a  detailed,  concise,  and 
highly  focused  analysis  of  the  institutional  possibilities  for  implementing 
specific  flood  damage  reduction  measures.  Each  component  will  be  analyzed  by 
the  Contractor  in  terms  of  the  legal,  financial,  attitudinal,  and  experiential 
capabilities  of  those  organizations  possibly  responsible  for  its  implementation 

1.03  Product .  The  Contractor  will  produce  a  report  (detailed  in  Section  2.00, 
below)  analyzing  the  capacity  of  present  institutional  arrangements  in  the  stud 
area  to  successfully  implement  the  local  requirements  for  the  following  flood 
damage  reduction  measures:  levees/f loodwalls,  zoning,  permanent  evacuation, 
and  floodproofing.  Deficiencies  will  be  clearly  noted  in  this  report,  as  will 
opportunities  for  modified  institutional  arrangements  to  meet  such  deficiencies 

2.00  REPORT  REQUIREMENTS 

2.01  Structure  of  the  Report.  The  Contractor's  report  will  consist  of,  in  the 
following  order,  these  sections:  Executive  Summary,  Table  of  Contents,  Intro¬ 
duction,  Institutional  Analyses  of  Components  1  through  4,  Conclusions  and  Re¬ 
commendations,  Bibliography,  and  Appendixes.  The  expected  content  of  these 
sections  is  discussed  below. 

2.02  Executive  Summary.  A  brief  summary  of  roa i or  conclusions  and  recommenda¬ 
tions,  with  a  brief  recapitulation  of  supporting  data  and  analysis,  this  sec¬ 
tion  must  be  able  to  function  as  a  separate  document. 

2.03  The  Table  of  Contents.  The  table  of  contents  will  present  all  major 
sections;  and  subsections  in  outline  format  with  appropriate  page  numbers. 

2.04  Introduction .  The  introduction  must  include  but  need  not  be  limited 
to  a  brief  description  of  each  of  the  following:  (1)  the  study  area,  (2)  the 
purpose  of  the  contract,  (3)  type  of  data  available  and  limitations  on  its 
use,  (4)  assumptions  unique  to  this  particular  investigation,  (5)  general 
methodology  used,  and  (6)  content  and  purpose  of  each  major  section. 

2.03  Institutional  Analyses  of  Measures.  Each  of  the  four  measures  must  be 
discussed  in  a  separate  section  of  the  Contractor's  report;  each  section  must 
contain  three  subsections. 
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(1)  Tne  first  subsection  will  analyze  in  detail  those  capabilities  re¬ 
quired  of  some  non-Corps  entity  to  implement  the  Treasure  (such  as  "financial 
capacity  to  acquire  lands,  rights  of  way,  and  easements"  for  levees/f loodwal is 
or  "legal  authority  to  issue  and  enforce  zoning  ordinances"  for  zoning),  Tne 
list  of  capabilities  is  provided  as  Attachment  1  to  this  scope  of  work. 

(2)  The  second  subsection  will  discuss  the  organizations  most  able  to 
meet  the  required  capabilities,  in  terms  of  their  past  experience,  their 
legal  and  financial  status,  and  their  attitudes  toward  implementation  of  the 
measure . 

(3)  The  final  subsection  will  identify  expected  institutional  deficiencies 
and  perceived  opportunities  for  overcoming  them:  what  required  capability 
seems  to  be  missing,  and  how  night  the  institutional  system  be  modified  to 
address  this  deficiency? 

2.06  Bibliography .  To  document  compliance  with  accepted  practices  in  contem¬ 
porary  organizational  research,  the  bibliography  will  cite  all  referenced 
materials  and  works  used  in  executing  this  contract. 

2.07  Appendixes .  At  a  minimum,  the  appendixes  will  contain  this  scope  of  work 
and  vitae  for  the  persons  responsible  for  analysis  and  conclusions  in  the 
report. 

3.00  METHODOLOGICAL  REQUIREMENTS 
3.01  Research  Personnel  Required. 

a.  Project  Manager.  The  person  who  is  responsible  for  and  directly  in¬ 
volved  in  the  management  and  performance  of  the  contract  should  have  the  fol¬ 
lowing  characteristics:  (1)  direct  experience  in  management  and  performance 
of  related  social  sciences  research  for  5  years,  including  3  years  experience 
with  applied  studies;  (2)  direct  experience  in  managing  and/or  conducting 
three  studies  of  the  type  described  by  this  scope  of  work,  and  (3)  a  full¬ 
time  employee  of  the  Contractor. 

b.  Technical  Staff.  The  senior  technical  specialist  should  have  an  ad¬ 
vanced  degree  (or  equivalent)  in  the  field  of  sociology  or  a  related  social 
science,  with  3  years  of  experience  in  applied  social  research.  This  person 
must  be  a  full-time  employee  of  the  firm  and  must  be  familiar  with  institutional 
analysis.  The  technical  staff  must  have  experience  with  similar  applied  social 
research  contracts. 


c.  Support  Staff.  The  Contractor  must  have  adequate  support  staff  (e.g., 
secretarial,  editorial,  graphics)  to  perform  the  studies  required  by  this 
scope  of  work. 
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j.Ul  Fata  Sources.  In  addition  to  information  in  the  Flan  of  Study,  a  des¬ 
criptive  inventory  of  organizations  is  available  in  Kannowksi  (1S77).  Most 
data  will  be  collected  by  the  Contractor  through  interviews  of  representatives 
from  the  appropriate  organizations.  (At  a  minimum,  the  Contractor  must  con¬ 
tact  the  relevant  offices  of  the  L’.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment,  State  of  Minnesota,  Polk  County,  City  of  East  Grand  Forks,  Lower  Red 
River  Water  Management  Board,  and  Red  Lake  River  Water  District.)  The  Con¬ 
tractor  vil  reference  other  documents,  newspaper  archives,  and  other  organi¬ 
zations  as  necessary  for  accuracy,  thoroughness,  and  clarity.  Relevant 
legislation  is  cited  in  other  Institutional  Analyses,  as  referenced  in  5.00. 

3.03  General  Research  Stvlc.  The  Contractor  must  become  thoroughly  grounded 
in  both  the  available  data  and  the  components  being  analyzed,  must  carefully 
construct  analytic  links  in  the  chain  of  logic,  and  must  report  the  same  with 
clarity  and  specificity.  The  Contractor  must  avoid  generalities  and  unsub¬ 
stantiated  claims.  Any  biases  on  the  Contractor's  part  must  be  controlled 
during  both  analysis  and  reporting  stages. 

3.0-1  Presentation  Format.  The  Contractor  must  present  information  primarily 
in  a  narrative  text.  Tables  and  figures  will  be  used  as  appropriate  in  the 
Contractor's  report  to  clarify  or  support  the  text,  and  these  must  be  readily 
reproducible  by  standard  reproduction  equipment.  The  title  page  of  the  report 
will  indicate  the  source  of  funds  used  to  conduct  the  work,  the  contract 
number,  the  name  of  the  Principal  Investigator,  and  the  date.  Text  material 
must  be  typed  on  6  b-  by  11-inch  bond  paper  with  a  l'-;- inch  margin  on  the  left 
and  bottom,  and  1-inch  margins  on  the  top  and  right. 

4.0°  CONTRACT  ADMINISTRATION 

4.01  Contract  Supervision.  The  exxent  and  character  of  the  work  to  be  acccz- 
plishec  ..’ill  be  subject  to  the  general  supervision ,  direction,  control,  and 
approval  of  the  Contracting  Officer  or  his/her  designee. 

4.02  Contractor  Responsibility.  The  Contractor  will  furnish  the  labor,  suppl 
and  equipment  needed  to  complete  the  study  and  to  produce  the  report  as  outlin 
in  this  scope  of  work. 

4.03  Checkpoint  Meetings.  Two  telephone  checkpoint  meetings  will  be  held  to 
direct  study  investigations  and  to  maintain  study  progress.  These  meetings 
will  be  scheduled  for  the  following  milestones  at  the  Contracting  Officer's 
discret ion : 

a.  One  week  after  contract  initiation.  This  meeting  will  be  to  verify 
the  Contractor's  understanding  of  the  flood  damage  reduction  measures  and  to 
discuss  the  Contractor's  analysis  plans. 


3 

K-33 


b.  One  week  after  the  draft  report  has  beer,  received  1  y  t:.«.  (  -:.t :  ...  :  ;  • 
Officer.  This  meeting  will  review  comments  or  the  draft  and  verify  the  Con¬ 
tractor's  plans  for  responding  to  those  comments. 

The  Contractor  will  be  required  to  prepare  a  brief  nemo  for  record  after  each 
checkpoint  conference,  sumnariz ing  the  naterial  discussed  and  conclusions  drawn. 
This  ceno  will  be  submitted  to  the  Contracting  Officer  for  approval  one  week  • 
after  the  meeting. 

4.04  Time  Schedule.  The  milestones  and  study  schedule  for  the  Contractor's 
work  are  as  follows: 


a. 

Receipt  of  executed  contract 

0 

days 

b. 

Checkpoint  meeting  1 

‘7 

days 

c. 

Submittal  of  draft  report 

35 

days 

d. 

Cneckpoint  meeting  2 

42 

days 

e . 

Submittal  of  final  report 

52 

days 

4.05  Progress  Report  and  Vouchers.  Progress  reports  must  accompany  the  Con¬ 
tractor's  vouchers  for  payment.  Each  progress  report  will  include  a  listing 
of  tasks  completed,  a  reference  to  maintenance  of  the  program  schedule  iden¬ 
tified  below,  and  an  estimated  percent  of  work  completed.  Complete  justifi¬ 
cation  will  be  necessary  to  support  requests  for  reimbursement  not  in  line 
with  the  reported  percentage  of  work  completed. 

4.06  Report  Submission.  The  Contractor  vill  submit  four  copies  of  the  draft 
report.  The  Contractor  will  submit  one  original  and  15  copies  of  the  final 
report,  which  will  include  appropriate  revisions  in  response  to  the  Contracting 
Officer's  comments  on  the  draft. 

4.07  Release  of  Material.  Neither  the  Contractor  nor  his/her  representatives 
will  release  or  publish  any  sketch,  photograph,  report,  or  other  material  of 
any  nature  obtained  or  prepared  under  this  contract  without  specific  written 
approval  of  the  Contracting  Officer. 

5.00  REFERENCES 


Kamov  ski ,  Paul  B.  Grand  Forks-East  Grand  Forks  Urban  Water  Resources  Study; 
Institutional  Analysis.  Research  Report  No.  21,  August  1977.  Institute 
for  Ecological  Studies,  University  of  North  Dakota,  Grand  Forks,  N.D. 

St.  Pau  istrict,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  An  Institutional  Studv  for  the 
Pembxna  River  and  Park  River  at  Grafton,  North  Dakota.  January  19S2. 

(pp.  49-57. ) 

St.  Paul  District,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  Institutional  Analysis.  Flood 
Control  Studv  for  the  Upper  Minnesota  River  Basin,  Minnesota-North  Dakota. 
August  1980. 

St.  Paul  District,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  Plan  of  Studv,  Red  River  of  the 
North  at  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota.  September  1980. 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS 
INSTITUTIONAL  ANALYSIS 


1.  BACKGROLNO/INDIV ICUAL  DATA  Interviewer 

a.  Agency  Name:  Date 

b.  Office/Branch: 

,  , ,  Tine 

c.  Address:  - 

City/State /Zip 

d.  Name  of  Respondent:  Title:  E  A  Ot 

e.  Is  this  job  your  primary  employment?  Y  N 
If  NO  -  What  is  your  primary  employment? 

f.  How  many  years  have  you  been  working  for  this  organization?  Years. 

2.  STAFF  COHPOSITIQN/EXPERTISE 

a.  What  is  the  staff  size  of  this  organization  [department,  office],  in  full  time 
equivalents?  FTE. 

b.  What  are  the  basic  areas  of  your  organization's  staff  expertise? 

Area  FTE  Area  .  FTE 


c.  Approximately  how  many  FTE  employees  serve  primarily  in  each  area? 

d.  Do  you  feel  that  your  organization  has  adequate  staff  to  accomplish  its  work?  Y  N  . 
If  NO.  How  does  this  lack  of  adequate  staff  affect  your  organization? 

e.  Do  you  expect  a  change  in  the  number  of  employees  over  the  next  two  years?  Y  N  . 

If  Yes.  Explain  how  it  will  change. 

f.  How  will  this  change  affect  your  organization? 


3.  JURISDICTION  (for  non-political  units  only) 

What  is  the  jurisdictional  level  of  your  organ! zati on? 


International 

State 

Hunicipal 

National 

Regional 

Town 

Hultistate 

County 

Other 
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A.  FINANCE 


Next  are  a  series  of  questions  related  to  your  organization's  finances. 

a.  Do  you  feel  that  your  organization  has  sufficient  funding  to  conduct  its  work?  Y  N 
If  NO.  Which  areas  need  additional  funding? 

b.  Have  you  experienced  budget  cuts  in  the  last  two  years?  Y  N  . 

[If  Yes]  Cause: 

c.  In  what  areas  have  you  to  cut  back  because  of  the  budgetary  cuts  or  problems7 

d.  Do  you  expect  future  budgetary  cuts  or  problems?  Y  N  . 

e.  How  will  these  cuts  affect  your  present  functions? 

f.  If  your  organization  needs  additional  funds,  how  can  they  be  obtained? 

5.  MAJOR  OBJECTIVES 

What  are  the  major  objectives  set  by  your  organization? 
a. 


b. 


d. 


6.  EXISTING  EMERGENCY  LEVEES 

a.  During  past  flood  events,  emergency  levees  have  been  constructed  in  East  Grand  forks. 
To  your  knowledge,  are  these  levees  maintained?  Y  N  . 

If  YES,  What  organization  conducts  that  maintenance? 

NOW  I  WANT  TO  ASX  A  SERIES  OF  QUESTIONS  CONCERNING  FOUR  ALTERNATIVES  BEING  CONSIDERED  IN  THE 
EAST  GRAND  FORKS  FL000  CONTROL  STUOY.  THE  FOUR  ALTERNATIVES  ARE:  levees  and  floodwalis, 
zoning,  permanent  relocation,  and  floodproofing. 

7.  The  first  alternative  that  I  want  to  discuss  is  the  construction  of  levees  and  floodwalis 
in  East  Grand  Forks.  If  levees  and  floodwalis  were  the  selected  alternative,  would  your 
organization  become  involved  in  any  of  these  activities: 

a.  Acquiring  lands  or  easements  for  rights-of-way?  Y  N  , 

If  YES: 

1)  Do  you  have  the  power  of  eminent  domain  for  this  purpose?  Y  N 

2)  Would  you  work  with  any  other  agencies  in  acquiring  these  lands/  Y  N  . 


3)  Which  ones? 


Agency 


Interaction 


Required 
b v  Lat 


4)  Could  you  explain  hob  your  organization  works  with  these  organizations? 

5)  Is  that  interaction  required  by  law? 

b.  If  levees  and  floodwalls  were  the  selected  alternative,  the  Corps  of  Engineers' 
regulations  require  that  a  local  agency  share  in  the  cost  and  provide  lands  for 
the  levees  and  floodballs.  Is  your  agency  willing  to  provide  ail  or  part  of  the 
local  share?  Y  N_DNK 

Comments/Conditions: 


1)  If  NO,  Who  do  you  think  should  cost  share? 


2)  If  YES,  Hew  would  funds  be  raised  for 

3)  If  YES,  Would  you  work  with  any  other 

Y_N_. 

4)  If  YES,  which  ones? 

Agency  I n  t  e 


the  local  share? 

organizations  in  arranging  the  funding? 

Required 

ac t i tr  by  Law 


5)  Could  you  eplain  how  you  work  with  these  organizations? 

6)  Is  that  interaction  required  by  law? 

c.  If  levees  and  floodwalls  were  built,  a  local  agency  will  be  required  to  assume 
operation  and  maintenance  respons ib 1 i t i es  .  Is  your  agency  willing  to  assume  the 
operation  and  maintenance  responsibility?  Y  N  DN<  Cooperate 

If  YES: 

1)  Which  department  of  this  organization  would  likely  be  responsible  for  (cooperating 
with]  0  £  M  activities? 

2)  Could  you  describe  the  staff  of  that  department? 

Expertise  Number  Expertise  Number 


3)  Would  you  work  with  any  other  organizations  in  arranging  the  funding?  Y  N  . 

4)  Which  ones?  . 

Required 

Agency  Interaction  by  Law 


5)  Could  you  explain  how  you  work  with  these  agencies? 

6)  Is  that  interaction  required  by  law? 

7)  To  your  knowledge,  does  this  department  have  any  experience  in  0  E  N  of  levees 
and  floodwalls?  Y  N  ONK 
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d.  Does  your  organisation  feel  that  levees  and  flood»alls  are  a  publicaliy  acceptable 
alternative?  Y  N  . 

e.  Does  your  organisation  feel  that  levees  and  flocdwdiis  are  a  politically  acceptable 
alternative?  Y  N  . 

f.  Would  this  alternative  have  any  workload  impacts  on  your  organization?  Y  N  . 

If  YES.  Describe  those  impacts. 

g.  Would  this  alternative  have  any  workload  impacts  on  your  organization?  Y  N  . 

If  YES.  Describe  those  impacts. 

h.  Are  there  any  modifications  to  the  levee  and  f 1 ootiwa 1 !  alternative  that  would  make 
it  more  acceptable  to  your  organization?  Y  N  . 

Oescripe  : 


the  second  alternative  that  I  want  to  discuss  is  the  use  of  floodplain  zoning  to 
restrict  further  development  in  areas  subject  to  flood.  Presently,  a  flood  Plain 
Zoning  Ordinance  is  in  force  in  East  Grand  Forks.  Does  your  organization  have  any 
involvement  with  that  ordinance's  enforcement  or  implementation?  Y  N  , 

[If  No ,  go  to  C.  ?k ] 

If  YES: 

a.  Dees  your  organization  have  legal  authority  to  zone  lands  within  East  Grand  Forks  or 
Polk  County?  Y  N  Pec  Coop  . 

b.  Ooes  your  organization  have  legal  authority  to  enforce  zoning  ordinances?  Y  N  Pec  Cccp 

c.  Ooes  your  organization  have  the  authority  to  recommend  or  approve  variances  to  the 
Flood  Plain  Zoning  Ordinace?  Y  N  . 

d.  Do  you  work  with  other  agencies  in  administering  th»  zoning  ordinance?  Y  N  . 

e.  Which  ones?  Required 

Agency  Interaction  by  Law 


f.  Could  you  explain  how  you  work  with  these  organizations'’ 

g.  Is  that  interaction  required  by  law1 

h.  Which  department  of  this  organization  is  responsible  for  [cooperating  with]  zoning 
enforcement? 

i.  Could  you  describe  the  staff  of  that  department? 

Expertise  Number  Expertise  Number 


j.  To  your  knowledge,  how  many  years  of  experience  does  this  department  have  in  administer 
ing  the  Flood  Plain  Zoning  Ordinance?  Years. 

k.  Does  your  organization  feel  that  the  flood  plain  zoning  alternative  is  publicaliy 
acceptable?  Y  N_. 

l.  Ooes  your  organization  feel  that  the  flood  plain  zoning  alternative  is  politically 
acceptable?  Y  N  . 
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Would  this  alternative  have  any  wor k 1 oad  impacts  on  your  organisation?  Y  N  . 

If  YES,  Describe  these  impacts. 

n.  Would  this  aiternative  have  any  budqet  impacts  on  your  or  pan : s at i cr ?  Y  N  , 

If  YES,  Describe  those  impacts. 

o.  Are  there  any  modifications  to  the  levee  and  floodwall  alternative  that  would  save 
it  more  acceptable  to  ycur  organisation?  Y  N  . 

Describe. 

8.  The  third  alternative  that  I  want  to  discuss  is  the  use  of  permanent  relocation,  that  is, 
to  move  all  residences  and  businesses  out  of  the  area  subject  to  flooding  to  higher  g-ound 
in  or  near  the  city.  If  that  alternative  vere  accepted,  would  your  organisation  have 
any  involvement  with  the  relocation  process?  Y  N  / 

[If  NO,  go  to  C.  8  g  ] . 

If  YES: 

a.  Does  your  organisation  have  the  authority  to  purchase,  condemn  or  otherwise  acquire 
Structures  under  a  relocation  program?  Y  N  . 

b.  Does  your  organisation  have  the  financial  capability  to  conduct  a  relocation  project? 
Y_N_Part_ 

c.  Who  does,  or  who  do  you  think  should,  provide  the  funds  for  a  permanent  relocation 
project? 

d.  Which  agencies  would  you  cooperate  with  in  implementing  the  permanent  relocation? 

Agency  Interact i on  Required  by  Law 


e.  Could  you  explain  how  you  work  with  these  organisations? 

f.  Is  this  interaction  required  by  law? 

g.  Does  your  organisation  feel  that  permanent  relocation  is  a  publically  acceptable 
alternative?  Y  N  . 

h.  Does  your  organisation  feel  that  permanent  relocation  is  a  politically  acceptable 
alternative?  Y  N  . 

i.  Would  this  alternative  have  any  workload  impacts  on  your  or gan i sa t ion ?  Y  N 
If  YES,  Describe  those  impacts: 

j.  Would  this  alternative  have  any  budget  impacts  on  your  organisation?  Y  N  . 

Describe  those  impacts. 

k.  Are  there  any  modifications  to  the  permanent  relocation  alternative  that  would  make 
it  more  acceptable  to  your  organ i sa t i on ?  Y  N  . 

Descr i be  : 

9.  The  fourth  alternative  that  1  want  to  discuss  is  the  use  of  floodproof ing  around  individual 
structures.  Floodproofing  is  normally  only  feasible  around  high  value  structures.  If 
that  alternative  were  selected,  would  your  organisation  have  any  involvement  with  imple¬ 
menting  floodproofing?  Y  N  . 

[If  NO,  go  to  0 .  9 j  ] . 
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;r  yes: 

a.  Does  your  organization  have  any  experience  with  f 1 oodproo f i ng  structures?  V  N  . 
If  YES,  Describe: 


Does,  or  would,  your  organization's  involvement  in  floodproofing  include  assisting 
home  or  business  owners  in  financing  floodproofing  costs  for  their  structures/  Y  N  / 
If  YES,  Describe: 


c.  Does  your  organization  have  any  experience  with  f loodoroof ing  structures?  Y  N  . 

d.  Hill  your  agency  have  the  technical  capability  to  assist  local  home  and  business 
owners  with  floodproofing  their  structures?  Y  N  . 

If  YES,  Describe: 


e.  Oo  you  know  of  any  local  or  state  agency  that  has  been  involved  in  f 1 oodpr oo f i ng  in 
or  near  East  Gand  Forks  or  Polk  County?  Y  N  . 

If  YES,  Which  organizations? 


f.  Do  you  work  with  other  agencies  in  administering  the  floodproofing  program?  Y  N  . 

g.  Which  ones? 

3  Resumed 

Agency  Interaction  by  Law 


h. 

i . 

J  * 

k . 

l. 


Could  you  explain  how  you  work  with  these  organizations? 

Is  that  interaction  required  by  law? 

Does  your  organization  feel  that  floodproofing  is  a  publically  acceptable  alternative’ 


Y_N_ 

Does  your  organization  feel  that  f 1 oodproof ing  is  a  politically  acceptable  alternative 
Y_N_.  ’ 

Would  this  alternative  have  any  workload  impacts  on  your  organization?  Y  N  . 

If  YES,  Describe  those  impacts: 


Would  this  alternative  have  any  budget  impacts  on  your  organization?  Y  N  . 
If  YES,  Describe  those  impacts: 


n.  Are  there  any  modifications  to  the  f 1 oodproof : ng  alternative  that  would  nave  it  more 
acceptable  to  your  organization?  Y_N_. 

Oescribe : 


ORGANIZATIONS  COMMENT: 

Is  them  anything  else  that  you  would  like  to  tell  me  or  any  questions  that  I  can  my  to 
answer  for  you? 


THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  YOUR  COOPERATION. 


Tine :  _ _ 

Length  of  Interview: 
Mode  of  Interaction: 
Interruptions: 


Any  Salient  Factors  Affecting  the  Interview 


DAVID  J.  ARNDORFER,  PH.  D. 


FIELDS  OF  COMPETENCE 

Social  impact  assessment;  institutional  analyses; 
social  surveys;  computerized  questionnaire  anal¬ 
ysis;  environmental  impact  studies;  experimental 
design;  parametric  and  non-parametric  inferential 
statistical  methods;  benefit  analyses;  recreation¬ 
al  demand,  use  and  needs  investigations  using  sur¬ 
veys,  passive  observations,  aerial  observation  and 
remote  sensing  techniques. 

EXPERIENCE  SUMMARY 

Experienced  in  social  profiles  and  assessments, 
institutional  analyses,  social  surveys  and  litera¬ 
ture  searches  for  various  river,  harbor,  flood 
control  and  transportation  projects.  Environment¬ 
al  impact  assessment  of  harbor,  transportation  and 
recreational  activities.  Developed  recreational 
use  measurement  with  particular  emphasis  on  user 
surveys  and  passive  observations,  use  of  35mm  and 
6mm  photography  documentation  of  use  as  applied  to 
river  and  lake  shorelines. 

CREDENTIALS 

Ph.  D.  1971  -  Louisiana  State  University 

Geomorphology  and  Narine  Science 
B.  S.  1967  -  Portland  State  University 

1977  -  University  of  California,  Berkeley 
Workshop  on  Survey  Administration 

EMPLOYMENT  HISTORY 

1981  -  Present  ARNDORFER  ASSOCIATES 

1974  -  1981  Roy  f.  Weston,  Inc. 

1971  -  1974  University  of  Wisconsin,  Oshkosh 

KEY  PROJECTS 

Developed  social  profiles  and  impact  assessments 
for  three  proposed  harbor  and  three  beach  erosion 
projects  on  Western  Lake  Superior  for  the  St.  Paul 
District,  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Conducted  an  institutional  analysis  of  county  and 
community  governments  along  the  Upper  Mississippi 
River  System.  Administrative  structure,  relation¬ 
ship  to  other  agencies,  and  concerns  toward  river 
resources  were  determined. 

Oesigned  the  social  impact  section  for  a  major  EIA 
for  remedial  action  at  2  radioactive  waste  dis¬ 
posal  sites  in  St.  Louis,  MO.  Conducted  for  DOE. 

ConducteJ  a  study  of  social  impacts  associated 
with  dredged  material  disposal  for  Rock  Island 
District,  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Developed  a  survey  and  questionnaire  analysis  of 
residents  of  the  English  Coulee  portion  of  Grand 


Forks,  ND.  The  St.  Paul  District,  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  sponsored  the  study. 

Performed  a  literature  search  for  the  Prairie  du 
Chien,  NI  Post  Audit  Study  for  the  St.  Paul  Dis¬ 
trict,  Corps  of  Engineers. 

As  part  of  a  detailed  EIA,  a  comprehensive  social 
and  economic  profile  of  the  Duluth-Superior  region 
was  developed  for  the  expansion  of  the  Burlington 
Northern  Taconite  Transshipment  Facility.  Details 
of  demographics,  housing,  employment/unemployment, 
community  services,  education  and  community  struc¬ 
ture  were  included.  An  economic  multiplier  anal¬ 
yses  was  used  to  establish  economic  effects. 

A  detailed  social  profile  and  impact  analysis  was 
developed  for  Ortran's  Coal  Transshipment  Facility 
in  Superior,  Wisconsin.  The  detailed  analysis  was 
very  similar  to  that  prepared  for  the  Burlington 
Northern  Taconite  Facility. 

A  detailed  social  profile  and  impact  assessment  was 
developed  for  Two  Harbors  and  Lake  County,  Minne¬ 
sota  as  part  of  a  detailed  EIA.  The  assessment 
included  demographics,  housing,  land  use,  educa¬ 
tion,  employment/unemployment  and  community  ser¬ 
vices. 

The  impacts  on  transportation  systems,  community 
services  and  employment/unemployment  were  deter¬ 
mined  for  a  grain  elevator  in  Savage,  Minne>-ta. 
The  Grain  Terminal  Association  was  the  client. 

Conducted  a  personal  interview  survey  of  riparian 
landowners  along  30  miles  of  the  Lower  Saint  Croix 
River.  Used  aerial  observations  and  8mm  cameras 
to  determine  the  contribution  of  each  type  of  user 
to  total  boating.  Conducted  for  the  Minnesota  - 
Wisconsin  Boundary  Area  Commission. 

A  regional  mailed  survey  and  8mm  photography  were 
used  to  determine  demand  for  berthings  on  Western 
Lake  Superior  and  Lake  Pepin.  Benefit  analyses 
were  calculated  for  the  St.  Paul  District,  Corps 
of  Engineers. 

Conducted  6  additional  recreation  studies  for  the 
St.  Paul  District,  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  studies 
were  surveys  of  private  commercial  interests  in  3 
states,  hunters  in  North  Dakota,  and  boaters  near 
Trempealeau,  WI  and  3  other  studies. 

Conducted  additional  recreation  studies  for  IWR, 
The  City  of  Chicago,  the  Omaha  and  the  Rock  I s 1 : n d 
Districts,  Corps  of  Engineers. 
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SUPPORTING  DOCUMENTATION 


RECREATION  AND  LANDSCAPE  BEAUTIFICATION 

INTRODUCTION 

This  supporting  documentation  analyzes  the  effects  of  the  flood  control 
measures  on  existing  and  potential  recreational  opportunities  and  on 
the  aesthetic  environment.  The  measures  are  also  evaluated  to 
determine  which  measures  could  be  implemented  to  visually  enhance  the 
project  area.  Much  of  the  evaluation  was  conducted  for  the  General 
Reevaluation  Working  Papers  report  dated  August  1983.  See  exhibit  A 
to  this  supporting  documentation. 

Two  significant  changes  in  recreational  opportunities  have  occurred  at 
the  golf  course  and  Rivers  Edge  Park  since  preparation  of  the  earlier 
working  papers.  The  proposed  golf  course  expansion  is  now  a  reality. 
An  additional  nine  holes  are  being  constructed  riverward  of  the 
original  nine  holes.  The  city  of  East  Grand  Forks  has  made  a  grant 
application  to  fund  the  construction  of  a  proposed  25-unit  campground 
in  Rivers  Edge  Par*.  The  development  would  include  water  and  sewer 
lines  and  a  boat  launching  ramp  on  the  Red  River. 

FLOOD  CONTROL  ALTERNATIVE  MEASURES 

Various  levee,  floodwall  and  evacuation  measures  were  evaluated  for 
this  report.  The  recommended  plan  basically  consists  of  levees, 
floodwall,  and  evacuation  of  the  floodplain  in  the  northern  part  of  the 
city  with  no  evacuation  of  properties  in  "The  Point"  or  southern  part 
of  the  city.  The  three  levels  of  protection  presented  vary  in  height 
but  not  in  alignment.  A  detailed  description  of  the  alternative 
measures  is  contained  in  the  main  report.  In  general,  properties  not 
protected  by  the  levees  3nd  floodwall  would  be  acquired. 
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EFFECTS  ON  RECREATION 


The  three  levels  of  protection  offered  by  the  alternative  measures 
would  result  from  varying  the  height  ratner  than  the  alignment  of  the 
levees  and  floodwall.  Therefore,  the  effects  on  recreation  of  the 
alternative  measures  are  similar.  The  following  paragraphs  describe 
effects,  beginning  at  the  downstream  (northern)  end  of  the  project. 

The  levee  would  tie  into  high  ground  adjacent  to  the  golf  course.  The 
proposed  alignment  would  run  along  the  edge  of  the  course,  separating 
the  course  from  the  residential  areas.  It  appears  that  the  levee  would 
have  minimal  adverse  effects  on  the  course.  Two  areas  of  particular 
concern  are  the  stretch  where  the  levee  passes  near  the  clubhouse  and 
the  site  of  the  course  expansion.  A  beneficial  effect  of  the  levee 
would  be  the  physical  boundary  it  provides. 

Moving  south,  the  levee  would  encroach  on  the  existing  wooded  areas. 
At  River  Heights  Park,  the  levee  would  follow  the  existing  emergency 
levee  alignment.  The  proposed  levee  would  have  a  much  wider  base  and 
result  in  the  loss  of  some  trees.  There  would  be  no  displacement  of 
recreation  facilities. 

From  River  Heights  Park  toward  downtown,  the  alignment  would  be  through 
a  residential  area.  The  homes  left  unprotected  would  be  removed, 
leaving  a  large  area  available  for  recreation.  Dike  Park,  a  small  parx 
near  the  emergency  levee,  would  probably  be  relocated.  The  park 
facilities  consist  of  play  equipment. 

A  floodwall  is  proposed  in  the  central  business  district.  Tne 
alignment  would  be  one  block  farther  from  the  river  than  the  existing 
emergency  levee.  Although  the  height  of  the  wall  depends  on  the  level 
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of  protection,  it  would  be  approximately  12  feet  high. 


South  of  the  downtown  area,  the  proposed  alignment  would  extend  through 
Griggs  Parx,  affecting  about  naif  of  the  park.  Facilities  in  the  park 
include  a  hockey  rink  and  playground  equipment.  The  hockey  rink  would 
have  to  be  relocated. 

No  structural  measures  are  proposed  for  "The  Point"  area  of  East  Grand 
Forks.  The  property  acquired  for  the  flood  control  project  would  add 
to  tne  existing  open  space. 

In  summary,  the  proposed  flood  control  project  would  affect  recreation 
in  two  ways.  First,  existing  recreation  areas  would  be  adversely 
affected  to  varying  degrees  at  the  golf  course,  River  Heights  Park,  and 
Griggs  Park.  Second,  the  levees  would  offer  opportunities  for  trail 
activities  and  associated  developments,  a  beneficial  effect. 
Acquisition  of  the  unprotected  properties  would  result  in  the  addition 
of  approximately  55  acres  to  the  city's  open  space  system.  The  lands 
acquired  are  considered  project  lands  (nonstructural  portion)  and  would 
be  available  for  cost-shared  recreational  developments.  While  these 
additional  lands  are  considered  a  beneficial  effect,  the  additional 
maintenance  costs  to  the  city  offset  some  of  the  benefits. 

PROPOSED  RECREATIONAL  DEVELOPMENTS 

Tne  conceptual  plan  of  development  contained  in  the  supporting 
documentation  describes  a  network  of  trails  both  on  and  off  the  levees. 
The  plan  was  prepared  under  the  assumption  that  project  lands  would  be 
limited  to  levee  rights-of-way.  The  city  was  interested  in  developing 
trails  for  jogging,  skiing,  biking,  etc.  Tne-  plan  of  development 
focused  on  trails  due  to  the  lack  of  developable  project  lands. 

The  recommended  flood  control  plan  presented  in  this  report  is  a 
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combination  of  structural  and  nonstructural  measures.  The  resulting 
project  lands  are  much  greater  in  extent  than  was  assumed  in  the 
earlier  reports.  While  this  report  focuses  primarily  on  the  trail 
system,  other  justified  developments  could  be  constructed.  Potential 
recreation  developments  will  continue  to  be  evaluated  in  subsequent 
planning  and  design  phases. 

The  recreational  plan  of  development  presented  in  this  report  is  based 
on  the  following: 

o  Local  residents'  desires  for  fishing  areas,  campgrounds,  trails, 
picnic  areas,  and  play  areas. 

o  The  city's  desire  to  minimize  maintenance  requirements. 

o  The  city's  desire  to  pursue  recreation  developments  as  proposed 
in  the  earlier  reports. 

By  implementing  the  recommended  flood  control  plan,  the  city  would  have 
an  expanded  open  space  corridor  along  the  Red  River  from  the  golf 
course  on  the  north  to  the  confluence  of  the  Red  Lake  River  on  the 
south,  then  continuing  along  the  Red  Lake  River.  There  would  be  no 
change  to  the  existing  open  space  areas  in  "The  Point"  or  southern  part 
of  the  city.  Given  the  city's  concern  about  significantly  increasing 
maintenance  costs,  it  is  unrealistic  to  assume  development  of  the 
entire  corridor.  Rather,  development  should  be  concentrated  in  certain 
areas,  with  the  remainder  being  natural  areas.  A  trail  system  would 
link  the  various  areas. 

The  following  paragraphs  briefly  describe  one  potential  recreational 
development  scenario.  A  more  complete  description  can  be  found  in  the 
attached  exhibit.  This  description  is  not  all  inclusive,  and 
facilities  could  be  added  or  deleted  during  subsequent  planning  and 
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design  phases. 


The  northern  end  of  the  project,  from  the  golf  course  to  River  Heights 
Park,  would  remain  in  a  relatively  natural  state.  In  areas  where 
structures  are  removed,  some  infill  planting  should  be  done,  and 
natural  succession/invasion  should  be  allowed  to  occur.  A  tailwater 
fishing  area  should  be  developed  at  the  dam  on  the  Red  River.  Vehicle 
access  and  parking  should  be  provided.  Picnic  areas  could  be  developed 
in  this  area.  Just  south  of  River  Heignts  Park  would  be  a  large 
unloaded  area  that  could  be  developed  as  part  of  the  project. 
Possibilities  range  from  open  play  areas  and  ball  fields  to  picnic 
areas  to  revegetation  as  a  natural  area. 

In  the  area  between  the  Highway  2  bridge  and  the  abandoned  railroad 
bridge  to  the  south,  a  large  number  of  residences  would  be  removed. 
Many  of  the  existing  trees  and  shrubs  could  remain.  The  area  could  be 
managed  as  a  passive  recreation  area  and  be  allowed  to  become  a  natural 
area. 

The  DeMers  Avenue  area  is  important  for  the  city.  A  floodwall  could 
provide  flood  protection  in  this  reach  with  a  number  of  commercial 
buildings  removed.  The  city  would  like  to  maintain  the  open  space  area 
as  a  large,  well-groomed  park.  The  floodwall  would  have  a  textured 
pattern  for  aesthetic  purposes.  See  tne  figure  on  page  113  of  the  main 
report  for  an  artist's  conception  of  the  area. 
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The  city  is  planning  to  develop  a  campground  and  boat  launch  in  Rivers 
Edge  Park.  The  development  would  be  outside  the  flood  control  project 
limits  and  not  be  affected.  However,  adjacent  project  lands  could  be 
developed  to  complement  the  campground.  For  example,  a  fishing  area 
could  be  developed  next  to  the  dam  on  the  Red  Lake  River.  Adjoining 
project  lands  could  provide  for  access  and  parking. 

The  entire  open  space  corridor  would  be  interconnected  by  a  trail 
system.  The  trails  would  provide  opportunities  for  hiking,  skiing, 
jogging,  and  bicycling.  Some  of  these  trails  could  be  on  project 
lands . 

Under  the  recommended  plan,  no  flood  control  measures  would  be 
implemented  in  "The  Point"  or  southern  area  of  the  city.  The 
conceptual  recreation  plan  had  trails  developed  in  conjunction  with  the 
proposed  levee  system.  The  city  could  pursue  development  of  a  trail 
system  that  would  link  with  the  system  proposed  north  of  the  Red  Lake 
River.  There  would  be  no  recreational  cost  sharing  between  the  city 
and  the  Corps  for  this  part  of  the  system. 

A  major  consideration  in  development  of  the  open  space  area  is  public 
safety.  Besides  being  safe  to  use,  the  facilities  and  area  must  be 
designed  to  provide  for  ease  of  surveillance/access  by  public  safety 
officials.  It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  recreational  development  plan 
to  create  remote,  inaccessible  areas  that  may  foster  undesirable 
activities . 

ECONOMIC  JUSTIFICATION 

Exhibit  A  indicated  that  a  trail  system  would  be  economically 
justified.  Given  the  reduction  in  total  length  of  levees  out  an 
increase  in  project  lands  due  to  the  nonstructural  measures,  the  trail 
system  would  still  be  economically  justified. 
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No  recreation  plans  were  developed  having  facilities  such  as  ball 
fields,  tot  lots,  or  picnic  areas  on  project  lands.  Facilities  in 
addition  to  trails  could  be  provided  if  they  were  economically 
justified.  Future  planning  efforts  will  be  directed  at  exploring 
potential  recreational  developments  on  project  lands. 

LANDSCAPE  BEAUTIFICATION 

Exhibit  A  contains  considerable  information  on  measures  that  could  be 
undertaken.  The  information  is  still  valid. 

In  general,  three  criteria  apply  when  choosing  plant  material  for  a 
particular  site.  First,  the  plants  must  be  easy  to  maintain.  A  major 
concern  of  the  city  is  holding  down  maintenance  costs.  Therefore, 
perhaps  the  most  important  criterion  would  be  to  select  plants  which 
are  suitable  to  the  site  and  require  minimal  pruning,  etc.  Second,  the 
aesthetic  characteristics  of  the  plant  materials  must  be  considered. 
The  third  criterion  is  the  wildlife  value  of  the  plant  materials  in 
terms  of  cover  and  food.  The  relative  importance  of  the  latter  two 
criteria  would  depend  on  the  site.  For  example,  in  the  Demers  Avenue 
area,  the  aesthetics  would  be  important.  However,  attracting  wildlife 
would  add  to  the  overall  appeal  of  the  area. 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS  GENERAL  REEVALUATION  WORKING  PAPERS 
SUPPORTING  DOCUMENTATION  -  RECREATION  AND  LANDSCAPE  BEAUTIFICATION 

INTRODUCTION 


AUTHORITY 

The  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944,  as  amended,  and  the  Federal  Water  Recreation 
Act  of  1965  (Public  Law  89-72)  demonstrate  the  intent  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  encourage  local  units  of  government  to  participate  in  recreation 
development  at  Federal  water  resource  projects.  The  city  of  East  Grand  Forks, 
Minnesota,  requested  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  include  potential  recreation 
developments  as  part  of  the  proposed  flood  control  project.  The  St.  Paul 
District  has  discussed  the  possibility  of  Federal  participation  with  the  city 
of  East  Grand  Forks  and  coordinated  development  of  the  plans  with  the  city. 

PURPOSE 

This  working  paper  evaluates  available  recreation  resources  in  East  Grand 
Forks;  projects  future  public  use  demands,  supply,  and  needs;  addresses  flood 
control  measures/exterior  impacts  on  recreation;  addresses  beautification 
measures;  and  illustrates  a  conceptual  plan  for  development  of  water  oriented 
outdoor  recreation  activities. 

REFERENCES 


The  following  regulations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  were  used  as  guidance  in 
determining  recreation  development  cost  sharing  with  the  city  and  in  preparing 
the  proposed  concept  plan. 
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ER  1105-2-20 
EP  1110-1-3 
EM  1110-2-400 
ER  1110-2-400 
ER  1120-2-400 
ER  1165-2-400 


Project  Purpose  Planning,  Guidance  (1/82) 

Flood  Tolerance  Plant  Species  (1/80) 

Recreation  Planning  and  Design  Criteria  (9/71) 

Design  of  Recreation  Sites,  Areas  and  Facilities  (7/72) 

Recreation  Resources  Planning  (11/71) 

Recreational  Planning,  Development  and  Management  Policies  (8/70) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

East  Grand  Forks  is  located  in  western  Polk  County  in  northwestern  Minnesota 
(see  figure  1).  The  city  is  situated  in  the  valley  of  the  Red  River  of  the 
North  (Red  River)  approximately  298  miles  above  the  river's  mouth. 


Figure  1  -  Location  Map 
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Two  major  drainage  sources  converge  in  the  East  Grand  Forks  (Minnesota)/Grand 
Forks  (North  Dakota)  vicinity.  These  are  (1)  the  Red  Lake  River  and  (2)  the 
Red  River  of  the  North  and  Grand  Marais  Creek.  The  floodplains  of  these  two 
drainage  sources  are  susceptible  to  frequent  and  coincidental  flooding  which 
affects  downtown  commercial  areas,  residential  neighborhoods,  and  agricultural 
lands  (see  figure  2).  The  floodplain  of  the  Red  River  is  about  0.6  mile  wide; 
the  Red  Lake  River  floodplain  is  approximately  0.5  mile  wide.  Lesser  locally 
significant  streams  include  Heartville  Creek  and  the  Grand  Marais  which 
crosses  the  eastern  part  of  the  study  area  and  enters  the  Red  River  downstream 
of  East  Grand  Forks. 


Figure  2  -  Regional  Location 


EXISTING  RECREATION  FACILITIES 

East  Grand  Forks  has  11  city  parks  with  a  combined  area  of  approximately  146 
acres  (see  exhibit  2).  In  addition,  the  city  has  a  civic  recreation  center, 
three  play  fields  at  elementary  schools,  and  a  0.25  mile  running  track  and 
four  tennis  courts  at  the  senior  high  school.  The  city  has  leased  land  to  the 
Valley  Golf  Association  which  has  developed  a  nine-hole  olf  course  open  to 
the  public.  Figure  9  shows  existing  recreation  facilities  for  each  of  the 
city's  major  activity  areas. 

According  to  the  Background  Information  Appendix  of  the  Grand  Forks-East  Grand 
Forks  Urban  Water  Resources  Study,  July  1981,  East  Grand  Forks  has  a 
population  of  approximately  9,000.  The  relationship  of  parkland  to  population 
indicates  that  East  Grand  Forks  has  an  average  of  approximately  1  acre  of  park 
area  for  every  66  people.  This  compares  favorably  with  the  national  standard 
of  1  acre  per  100  people. 

FACTORS  AFFECTING  RECREATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 


GENERAL 

The  Background  Information  Appendix  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  Urban  Water 
Resources  Study  provides  detailed  data  on  physiographic,  biological,  and 
cultural  factors.  This  information  was  developed  to  assist  local  interests  in 
a  variety  of  water  resource  and  related  land  resource  areas,  including  water 
supply,  wastewater  management,  flood  control,  navigation,  shoreline  erosion, 
and  recreation.  The  plans  illustrated  in  this  appendix  concentrate  on 
recreation-oriented  aspects.  The  concepts  use  existing  physiographical, 
biological,  and  cultural  factors  as  a  resource  upon  which  recreation  and 
landscape  beautification  measures  would  be  based. 
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PHYSIOGRAPHY 


Physiographic  conditions  include  geology,  mineral  resources,  soils,  water 
resources,  and  climate.  The  Red  River  basin  is  one  of  the  world's  most 
productive  agricultural  areas.  The  area's  fertility  is  the  result  of  glacial 
drift  remaining  from  70,000  years  of  glacial  action.  The  last  glacier 
retreated  approximately  12,000  years  ago,  leaving  rich  sediments  of  clay  and 
silt  over  98  percent  of  the  region. 

The  only  significant  mineral  deposits  are  sand  and  gravel  which  are  of  glacial 
origin.  Production  is  geared  for  local  use. 

Soil  on  the  North  Dakota  side  of  the  Red  River  is  primarily  medium  and 
moderately  fine-textured  lake  sediments.  Soils  on  the  Minnesota  side  consist 
of  fine  textured  prairie  soils  and  deep  black  soil  found  on  glacial  lake  clay 
and  rich  silt. 

Orientation,  soil  condition,  vegetation,  and  slope  are  site  conditions  which 
affect  the  capability  of  various  areas  to  support  recreation-related 
activities/ facilities. 

Figure  3  shows  that  the  soil  associations  in  East  Grand  Forks  are  Beardon- 
Glyndon,  Fargo-Hegne,  and  Cashel-Fairdale-Zell.  Figure  4  suggests  the 
limitations  of  each  association  to  support  recreation  based  on  texture, 
drainage  quality,  slope,  and  location. 


Figure  3  -  Soil  Map 
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Figure  4  -  Soil  Associations 


Figure  5  illustrates  the  capability  of  various  percentage  slopes  to  support 
recreational  activities. 
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The  Red  River  of  the  North  and  the  Red  Lake  River  are  the  most  significant 
surface  water  resources  in  the  area.  No  natural  lakes  or  wetlands  exist  in 
the  study  area,  although  a  180-acre  man-made  lake  exists  at  Kellys  Slough 
National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

Water  quality  is  directly  affected  by  streambank  erosion,  agricultural 
practices,  and  effluent  disposal  by  upstream  communities. 

The  downtown  area  of  East  Grand  Forks  is  frequently  affected  by  indirect 
flooding  (sewer  backup  and  basement  flooding).  Approximately  1,000  structures 
in  the  city  are  subject  to  flooding. 

Water  management  activities  are  accomplished  through  the  coordinated  efforts 
of  Federal,  State  and  local  agencies.  A  variety  of  studies  and  flood  control 
projects  impacting  recreation-related  activities  have  been  proposed. 
Completed  flood  control  measures  affecting  East  Grand  Forks  include 
reservoir/lake  storage,  drainage  and  land  reclamation,  stream  channelization, 
and  levee  construction  projects.  East  Grand  Forks  has  floodway  zoning  and  is 
developing  floodplain  regulation.  The  Red  Lake  River  and  the  Red  River  of  the 
North  offer  the  only  water-based  activity  areas  in  East  Grand  Forks  and,  as 
such,  are  major  recreational  resources. 

The  East  Grand  Forks  region  has  a  climate  characterized  by  wide  fluctuations 
in  temperature,  light  to  moderate  precipitation,  plentiful  sunshine,  and 
almost  constant  air  movement.  Average  precipitation  during  April,  May,  and 
June  is  7.50  inches  compared  to  less  than  2  inches  for  the  winter  months.  The 
average  yearly  snowfall  is  34.9  inches.  Precipitation  during  the  summer 
months  averages  7.88  inches.  The  first  frost  of  fall  usually  occurs  in  mid- 
to-late  September.  The  average  frost  penetration  is  4.5  feet,  with  an  extreme 
of  about  7  feet.  Total  precipitation  for  October',  November,  and  December  is 
2.77  inches. 
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BIOLOGY 


Following  the  retreat  of  the  glaciers  from  the  valley,  the  former  Agassiz  Lake  I 

plain  area  was  covered  by  extensive  forest.  The  heavy  forest  was  replaced  by 

prairie  vegetation  with  oak  savanna  forests.  This  drier  prairie  ecosystem 

remained  relatively  undisturbed  until  the  mid-1800's  when  pioneers  began  to 

settle  in  the  East  Grand  Forks-Grand  Forks  area.  Northern  floodplain  forests 

consisting  primarily  of  poplar,  basswood,  willow,  and  elm  have  dominated  the 

rivers'  edges. 

By  1870  settlers  had  altered  the  ecotone  to  the  extent  that  open  prairies  were 
being  cultivated,  and  bison,  which  were  earlier  a  principal  food  source  for 
Native  Americans,  were  practically  extinct.  In  spite  of  lumbering  activity 
along  the  rivers'  edges,  the  original  floodplain  forest  species  remain 
relatively  intact. 

Although  the  majority  of  the  area's  original  bluestem  prairie  is  gone,  native 
grasses  survive  along  roadsides,  in  game  management  areas,  and  on  tracts  of 
land  administered  by  the  University  of  North  Dakota.  Moist  lowlands  and  deep 
ravines  offer  protection  and  good  growing  conditions  for  big  bluestem,  switch 
grass,  Indian  grass,  and  wild  rye.  Little  bluestem,  needlegrass,  and  June 
grass  are  mixed  in  with  silverberry  and  other  small  shrubs.  This  vegetation 
offers  protection  to  a  variety  of  mammals  and  prairie  birds  including 
Hungarian  partridge,  prairie  chickens,  and  sharp-tailed  grouse. 

Mature  stands  of  northern  floodplain  forest  along  the  banks  of  the  area's 
rivers  and  streams  are  dominated  by  bur  oak,  hackberry,  American  elm, 
basswood,  and  green  ash.  Smaller  trees  and  shrubs  comprise  the  understory. 

This  habitat  provides  food  and  cover  for  cottontail  rabbits,  deer,  squirrels, 
wood  ducks,  and  associated  species. 

The  urban  environment,  except  that  immediately  along  the  rivers,  offers  little 
significant  vegetative  diversity. 
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Figure  6  illustrates  the  comparison  between  existing  vegetation  and 
recreational  activities  appropriate  to  the  project.  Figure  7  is  a  composite 
resource  compatibility  matrix. 


Figure  6  -  Vegetative  Capability 


Figure  7  -  Resource  Compatibility 
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A  variety  of  mammals,  fish,  birds,  and  reptiles  inhabit  the  East  Grand  Forks 
area.  Abundant  mammals  include  red  squirrel,  red  fox,  masked  shrew,  meadow 
jumping  mouse,  striped  skunk,  and  raccoon. 

Redhorse  sucker,  black  bullhead,  burbot,  and  freshwater  drum  are  hardy  species 
of  the  Red  River.  Rock  bass  and  crappies  are  the  principal  sport  fish. 
Walleye  and  northern  pike  are  limited  in  the  Red  River  because  of  a  lack  of 
spawning  areas.  Walleye,  carp,  and  redhorse  sucker  are  common  in  the  Red  Lake 
River's  upper  reaches. 

Within  the  floodplain  forest  a  variety  of  birds  are  commonly  sighted  including 
the  mourning  dove,  great  horned  owl,  common  crow,  woodpecker  species,  yellow- 
bellied  sapsucker,  yellow  warbler,  grosbeak,  and  scarlet  tanager.  Common 
birds  in  the  urbanized  habitat  include  western  kingbird,  mourning  dove,  brown 
thrasher,  American  robin,  yellow  warbler,  common  grackle,  chipping  sparrow, 
purple  martin,  and  house  sparrow. 

Three  reptiles  —  the  snapping  turtle,  painted  turtle  and  western  plains 
garter  snake  —  are  commonly  found  in  the  East  Grand  Forks  area.  Toads, 
salamanders,  and  frogs  are  the  most  common  amphibians. 

CULTURAL  ELEMENTS 

The  earliest  record  of  human  occupation  in  the  valley  dates  back  to  8000  B.C. 
Early  nomadic  bands  of  people  were  followed  by  hunters  who  returned  to  the 
valley  after  a  2,500-year  drought.  From  1200  B.C.  to  A.D.  500  there  is  no 
evidence  of  human  occupation,  although  there  are  signs  to  suggest  that  human 
activity  occurred  in  the  valley  during  that  time. 

European  explorers  and  traders  arrived  in  the  early  17th  century.  They  were 
met  by  a  number  of  Indian  groups  including  the  Bungi,  Hidatsa,  and  Dakota. 
Later  groups  in  the  forested  portion  of  the  Red  River  Valley  included  the 
Dakota,  Sioux,  and  Assiniboine.  The  area  was  initially  claimed  by  the  French 
from  whom  the  land  was  bought  in  1 803  as  part  of  the  Louisiana  Purchase. 


East  Grand  Forks  has  a  population  of  approximately  9,000.  Population 
distribution  by  age  groups  is  discussed  in  the  Updated  Land  Use  Plan  for  the 
city  of  East  Grand  Forks  (10/78).  The  heaviest  concentrations  occur  in  the 
following  age  groups:  16  to  24,  6  to  15,  and  25  to  34.  Composite  projections 
for  1990  and  2000  suggest  that  East  Grand  Forks'  resident  population  will  be 
10,737  and  12,376,  respectively  (according  to  the  Background  Information 
Appendix).  Extrapolated  projections  for  2010,  2020,  and  2030  are  14,403, 

1 6 , 8 0 0 ,  and  19,475  (see  figure  8).  The  area's  history  offers  the  user 
population  a  resource  upon  which  to  develop  a  cultural/recreational  theme. 

SUMMARY 

The  factors  affecting  recreational  development  -  physiography,  biology,  and 
cultural  elements  -  are  interdependent.  These  factors  offer  significant 
opportunities  for  recreation  and  landscape  beautification  measures  when  used 
as  resources  and  incorporated  as  design  considerations  in  the  development  of 
the  flood  control  project. 

RECREATION  MARKET,  SUPPLY,  DEMAND,  AND  NEED 


GENERAL 

Urban  growth  and  the  increased  leisure  time  of  an  expanding  population 
indicate  that  greater  emphasis  on  parks,  optn  spaces,  and  natural  areas  is 
needed. 

A  breakdown  of  existing  public  open  space  for  East  Grand  Forks  is  illustrated 
in  figure  9.  According  to  the  East  Grand  Forks  Parks  and  Recreation 
Department,  the  city  has  approximately  146  acres  of  dedicated  parkland. 
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For  this  study,  the  market  area  is  defined  as  the  area  from  which  85  percent 
of  the  total  day-use  visitation  can  be  expected  to  occur.  Based  on  the  Grand 
Forks-East  Grand  Forks  Urban  Water  Resources  Study  Leisure  Time  Analysis,  the 
zone  of  influence  includes  14  townships  which  comprise  Grand  Forks  County  and 
Polk  County.  The  existing  recreation  market  area  population,  as  well  as  the 
projected  population  through  2030,  is  derived  from  the  University  of  North 
Dakota's  Demographic  Analysis  and  Population  Projections. 

The  population  distribution  (see  figure  8)  of  East  Grand  Forks  is 
approximately  20  percent  that  of  Grand  Forks  and  approximately  13  percent  of 
the  combined  total  population  of  both  counties.  Projections  indicate  that 
this  relationship  will  remain  unchanged  through  the  year  2000.  East  Grand 
Forks'  population  is  projected  to  increase  to  14  percent  of  the  total  study 
area  population  in  2010  and  remain  constant  through  2030. 
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Figure  8  -  Population  Projections 


SUPPLY 

The  following  figure  illustrates  currently  available  recreation  opportunities, 
based  upon  information  provided  in  planning  documents  prepared  for  East  Grand 
Forks.  A  facilities  inventory  prepared  by  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 
in  December  1982  is  included  as  exhibit  2.  To  date,  no  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Funds  (LAWC0N)  have  been  used  by  East  Grand  Forks  to  implement 
open  space  improvements. 
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Figure  9  -  City  Parkland  and  Recreational  Facilities 


Current  recreational  use  of  project  lands  allows  for  informal  and  generally 
unstructured  activities.  The  following  list  of  parks  and  facilities  currently 
available  to  the  residents  of  East  Grand  Forks  describes  the  variety  of 
recreational  opportunities  offered  by  the  city. 


Harvey  Park  -  A  small  neighborhood  park  located  at  19th  Street  NW  and  12th 
Avenue  NW.  It  contains  playground  equipment,  and  a  small  3kating  rink  is 
erected  in  the  winter. 
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River  Heights  Park  -  Located  on  both  sides  of  River  Road.  The  park  lies  in 
the  floodplain  between  17th  Street  NW  and  11th  Street  NW  and  floods 
frequently.  The  park  is  heavily  wooded  and  has  a  small  playground. 

Dike  Park  -  A  small  neighborhood  park  located  at  the  northwestern  end  of  1st 
Street  NW. 

Hecht  Park  -  Located  on  10th  Street  NW  between  3rd  and  4th  Avenues  NW.  It  has 
a  small  playground. 

Sherlock  Park  -  A  fully  developed  facility  offering  year-round  activities.  It 
is  located  just  north  of  the  downtown  business  district  along  4th  Street  NW. 

Griggs  Park  -  Located  at  2nd  Street  NW  and  Central  Avenue.  It  serves  the 
neighborhood  between  the  Burlington  Northern  south  tracks  and  the  Red  Lake 
River. 

River  Edge  Park  -  Floodway  land  between  the  Red  Lake  River  and  the  Red  River. 
Park  development  is  limited  because  of  the  frequent  flooding.  One  section  of 
the  park  begins  to  the  north  side  of  the  Red  Lake  River  by  the  bridge  at  2nd 
Avenue  NE  and  follows  the  dike  and  both  rivers  to  2nd  Avenue  NW.  The  other 
section  of  the  park  is  the  city  owned  portion  of  the  floodway  on  the  south 
side  of  the  Red  Lake  River  beginning  at  the  west  end  of  O'Leary  Park  and 
following  the  river  to  the  west  to  the  bridge  at  1st  Street  SE. 

Itts  Williams  Park  -  Located  at  15th  Street  NE  and  5th  Avenue  NE.  It  has  two 
baseball/softball  diamonds. 

Stauss  Park  -  Located  at  7th  Street  NE  and  5th  Avenue  NE. 

O'Leary  Park  -  The  city's  largest  park,  located  at  Highway  220  South  and  4th 
Street  SE.  It  offers  full  service  year-round  recreational  opportunities. 


Folson  Park  -  Located  adjacent  to  O'Leary  Park  at  the  east  end  of  4th  Street 
SE  along  the  Red  Lake  River.  It  lies  in  the  floodplain  and  is  susceptible  to 
flooding. 


The  Civic  Recreation  Center  -  Located  at  15th  Street  NE  and  2nd  Avenue  NE.  It 
has  off-street  parking  for  750  cars.  The  center  has  artificial  ice  facilities 
for  skating  and  is  also  used  for  indoor  tennis,  dances,  display  shows,  and 
other  public  functions. 

Three  elementary  schools,  one  public  senior  high  school,  and  the  Valley  Golf 
Association  provide  additional  recreational  facilities  to  the  community. 

The  East  Grand  Forks  Parks  and  Recreation  Department  has  submitted  a  5-year 
capital  improvement  plan  which  addresses  proposed  development  for  a  number  of 
the  city's  facilities.  The  cost  of  improvements  is  projected  to  total 
$785,700.  A  breakdown  of  costs/items  for  facility  improvements  and 
miscellaneous  development  is  shown  in  exhibit  3- 

DEMAND 

The  supply  of  facilities  for  the  following  activities  is  inadequate. 

-  Picnicking 

-  Bicycling 

-  Snowmobiling 

-  Ice  skating 

-  Sledding 

-  Tennis 

-  Fishing 

This  determination  is  based  on  (1)  the  market  inventory  of  existing 
recreational  facilities  for  Grand  Forks-East  Grand  Forks  (1975);  (2)  data 
illustrated  in  exhibit  2;  (3)  total  demand;  (4)  available  facilities;  and  (5) 
standards  developed  by  the  National  Recreation  and  Park  Association. 
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Sufficient  facilities  exist  to  support  the  following: 


-  Playing  outdoor  games 

-  Golf 

-  Ice  hockey 

Because  either  activity  occasions  data  or  standards  are  not  available,  no  need 
has  been  determined  for  the  following: 

-  Hiking/walking 

-  Canoeing 

-  Cross-country  skiing 

As  part  of  the  flood  control  project,  the  city  has  the  opportunity  to  upgrade 
and/or  add  areas  and  facilities  to  its  park  system.  Based  on  a  Corps  of 
Engineers  questionnaire,  residents  of  the  city  responded  to  the  survey  in  the 
following  manner, 

"If  the  city  decides  to  expand  its  park  system,  what  facilities  or  areas  do 
you  think  should  be  developed?" 


FACILITY/AREAS 

PERCENT  FAVORING 

Hiking  trails 

39.2 

Picnic  areas 

41.2 

Nature  trails 

32.0 

Skating  areas 

16.5 

Flower  garden 

22.7 

Play  areas 

30.9 

Ball  fields 

18.6 

Tennis  courts 

14.4 

Fishing  areas 

40.2 

Campgrounds 

43-3 

Nothing  needed 

10.3 

Figure  10  -  Facility  Developments  Desired 
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"How  could  the  city's  present  park  system  be  improved?" 


IMPROVEMENTS 

PERCENT  FAVORING 

Larger  facilities 

18.6 

Greater  variety  activities 

34.0 

Better  maintenance 

17.5 

Better  location 

7.2 

Nothing  needed 

29-9 

Figure  11  -  Improvement  Methods 


The  largest  percentage  of  the  city  residents  favored  greater  opportunities  in 
the  development  of  campgrounds,  picnic  areas,  fishing  areas,  and  trails. 
Campgrounds  would  not  normally  be  provided  as  a  component  of  the  flood  control 
project.  Therefore,  emphasis  is  placed  on  the  other  three  areas  as  part  of 
the  conceptual  recreation  plan. 

Projections  through  2030  suggest  that  demand  will  increase  for  all  activities. 
Although  adequate  facilities  currently  exist  for  playing  outdoor  games,  golf, 
and  ice  hockey,  indications  are  that  facilities  will  be  insufficient  in  the 
future. 

Total  activity  will  continue  to  increase  with  bicycling  having  the  greatest 
demand.  Playing  outdoor  games  is  the  next  activity  followed  by  picnicki-g, 
golf,  fishing,  tennis,  ice  skating,  snowmobiling,  ice  hockey,  sledding, 
hiking,  and  canoeing. 

Based  on  current  projections,  the  need  for  facilities  in  East  Grand  Forks  will 
approximate  13  to  14  percent  of  the  facilities  projected  in  the  Energy 
Conservation  and  Recreation  appendix  to  the  Urban  Water  Resources  Study  (see 
figure  12). 
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Figure  12  -  Facilities 
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Agencies  and  institutions  responsible  for  assisting  with  recreation  planning 
in  the  East  Grand  Forks  area  include: 

o  East  Grand  Forks  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 

o  East  Grand  Forks  School  District 

o  Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 
o  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
o  Polk  County  Commission 
o  Corps  of  Engineers,  St.  Paul  District 
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NEED 


Projected  need  is  assessed  by  subtracting  demand  from  supply.  The  East  Grand 
Forks  Recreation  Facility  Study,  prepared  by  the  Recreation  Administration, 
University  of  North  Dakota,  in  1977,  recommended  the  development  of  water- 
based  facilities  to  improve  the  appearance  and  provide  greater  use  of 
floodplain  areas.  In  an  effort  to  increase  the  ratio  of  parkland  to 
population,  the  recreation  facility  study  also  suggested  that  the  city:  (1) 
increase  budgetary  allotments  for  maintenance  and  development;  (2)  acquire 
land  in  the  extreme  north  and  south  areas  of  the  northeastern  segment  of  the 
city;  (3)  provide  6  percent  of  landowners'  total  gross  acreage  in  new 
subdivisions  for  parks  with  a  minimum  of  2  acres;  (4)  develop  a  tot  lot  and 
park  between  8th  and  9th  Streets  at  10th  Avenue  North  to  beautify  the  entrance 
to  the  city;  and  (5)  develop  marked  bike  routes  through  the  city,  as  well  as 
bike  and  hiking  trails  paralleling  the  Red  River  of  the  North  and  Red  Lake 
River. 


FLOOD  CONTROL  MEASURES 

Flood  control  measures  considered  for  East  Grand  Forks  include  levee 
construction,  channelization,  upstream  reservoirs,  and  diversion. 
Channelization  and  reservoirs  were  determined  to  be  inappropriate  solutions. 
Diversion  was  ruled  out,  since  it  proved  to  be  not  cost  effective.  Levee 
construction  is  the  technique  selected  as  most  beneficial.  Considerations 
associated  with  levee  development  are  floodplain  zoning,  floodproofing,  and 
evacuation.  None  has  a  negative  effect  on  recreational  development. 

Plans  are  currently  being  developed  and  refined  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
maximize  floodproofing  benefits  and  minimize  disruption  to  existing  and/or 
potential  recreation  sites.  By  using  a  combination  of  the  approaches 
discussed  above,  river  access  and  the  open  space  system  should  be  maintained 
and  enhanced  through  the  innovative  design  and  construction  of  floodwalls  and 
levees.  Floodwalls,  especially  in  the  downtown  area,  should  be  developed 
carefully  to  be  both  functional  and  attractive.  Measures  to  create  and 
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implement  an  aesthetically  pleasing  floodwall  might  include  height  and  scale 
variation,  texture,  color,  pattern,  form,  planting,  and  relationship  to  other 
downtown  area  streetscape  elements. 

Potential  trails  could  benefit  from  any  future  alternatives  because  hiking, 
biking,  and  snowmobiling  trails  could  be  provided  on  the  crest  of  the  levees. 
The  trails  should  be  coordinated  with  levee  construction  and  included  as  a 
cost  of  the  project.  The  levee  side  slopes  might  also  be  used  for  snow 
sledding,  tubing,  and  practice  skiing  if  they  are  not  too  steep. 

Unloaded  areas  should  be  minimally  developed  because  old  levee  alignments  in 
these  areas  are  geotechnically  sensitive.  Low  activity  recreation  development 
in  these  outdoor  areas  could  include  unstructured  open  space  such  as  ball 
fields.  Levee  borrow  areas  should  be  reviewed  to  ensure  that  they  are  not 
within  identified  potential  recreation  sites  and  do  not  adversely  affect  those 
sites. 


CONCEPT  PLAN  FOR  DEVELOPMENT 

COMPREHENSIVE  CONCEPT  PLAN 

The  comprehensive  scheme  on  plate  1  shows  a  linear  park-like  system  which 
links  existing  open  spaces  and  publicly  used  lands  along  three  river  reaches 
through  East  Grand  Forks.  The  schematic  suggests  the  type  and  variety  of 
recreational  and  landscape  beautification  improvements  that  are  possible. 
Specific  design  solutions  3hould  be  developed  when  the  city,  as  a  non-Federal 
sponsor,  and  the  Federal  Government  enter  into  a  cost  sharing  agreement. 
Plate  1  illustrates  the  conceptual  alignment  of  the  flood  control  structures 
as  determined  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  overall  reach  of  the  Red  River 
of  the  North  along  the  western  city  limit  is  approximately  U.3  miles. 
Approximately  2.1  miles  of  the  Red  Lake  River  run  through  the  city. 

The  area  of  study  comprises  three  reaches  along  the  length  of  these  two 
rivers.  Reach  A  (River  Heights  Park  zone)  occupies  the  northwestern  portion 
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of  the  city.  Reach  B  (River  Edge  Park  zone)  includes  the  central  business 
district.  The  southern  limits  of  the  city  make  up  reach  C  (O'Leary/Folson 
Park  zone). 

The  linear  earthen  flood  barrier  in  reaches  A  and  B  is  approximately  13,600 
feet  long  and  generally  parallels  the  Red  River  from  the  southern  limit  of  the 
central  business  district  north  to  the  Valley  golf  course  in  the  northwestern 
corner  of  the  city.  The  O'Leary/Folson  Park  zone,  in  reach  C,  is  protected  by 
a  ring  levee  about  2.6  miles  in  circumference. 

Reach  A 


The  conceptual  levee  alignment  through  reach  A  would  impact  River  Heights  Park 
as  well  as  portions  of  the  residential  area  within  the  zone.  The  existing 
floodwall  lies  between  the  Red  River  and  River  Road.  Its  new  location  is 
along  the  western  limits  of  the  park. 

Reach  B 


The  city's  downtown  area  is  significantly  affected  by  the  alignment  of  the 
floodwall  through  the  commercial  business  district.  The  levee  alignment 
through  River  Edge  Park  moves  north  and  east.  As  a  result,  the  surface  area 
of  Griggs  Park  is  reduced. 

Reach  C 


No  parkland  in  the  western  half  of  reach  C  is  impacted  negatively  although  a 
number  of  residences  would  be  affected.  Folson  Park  in  the  northeastern 
section  of  reach  C  borders  the  western  and  southern  shores  of  the  Red  Lake 
River.  This  park  is  primarily  open  space  located  between  a  residential  area 
and  the  natural  wooded  shoreline.  The  areas  affected  include  a  large  open 
tract  of  land  through  which  the  levee  is  proposed  and  an  outdoor  ice  rink. 
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CONCEPTUAL  OPEN  SPACE  SUMMARY 


Overall,  no  significant  adverse  impacts  to  parkland  would  occur  as  a  result  of 
the  conceptual  alignment.  However,  river  access  and  use  could  be  restricted 
at  a  number  of  locations.  The  flood  control  plan  offers  potential  benefits 
including  new  river  access  points  and  potential  trails  for  hiking,  biking,  and 
cross  country  skiing.  While  no  major  acreage  is  either  lost  or  gained,  the 
conceptual  levee  alignment  would  incorporate  site  development  modifications. 
This  reorganization  should  allow  for  a  clearer  pattern  of  pedestrian, 
vehicular,  and  service  circulation. 

The  aesthetic  qualities  of  parks  and  open  space  within  the  study  area  may  be 
altered  on  a  short-term  basis  by  changes  in  topography,  loss  of  vegetation, 
and  new  levee/wall  alignments.  The  long-term  result,  however,  may  prove  more 
beneficial  from  both  a  functional  and  visual  aspect. 

Landscape  development,  site  furnishings,  and  beautification  measures  will  be 
implemented  as  the  existing  flood  control  structures  are  replaced  by  the  new 
levee  alignment. 

The  extent  of  site  improvements  will  depend  upon  (1)  the  city's  recreation 
demand  vs  facilities  ratio,  (2)  funding,  and  (3)  the  length,  type,  and 
location  of  flood  control  measures  instituted  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

DEVELOPMENT  CONCEPTS 

The  conceptual  framework  plan  includes  River  Heights  Park  zone,  River  Edge 
Park  zone,  and  O'Leary/Folson  park  zone.  A  typical  site  within  each  zone  has 
been  selected  for  concept  design.  Corps  of  Engineers  assistance  may  include 
participation  in  the  development  of  walking/biking  trails,  landscape 
beautification,  site  furnishings,  and  related  outdoor  recreation  facilities. 
Plate  1  -  Recreational  Development  concept  -  indicates  the  relationship  of 
each  zone/reach  to  the  others  within  the  context  of  a  comprehensive  open  space 
system. 
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Reach  A  takes  on  a  passive,  natural  character.  Reach  B,  the  central  business 

district,  has  a  downtown  community  flavor.  Reach  C  is  oriented  toward  active 

recreation.  The  most  visibly  consistent  element  throughout  the  project,  in 

addition  to  the  levee,  is  the  trail  system.  Each  of  the  three  reaches  is  ■ 

linked  by  a  network  of  looped  trails.  The  8-foot  wide  limestone  aggregate 

trails  serve  a  multiple  function  combining  bicycle  and  pedestrian  paths.  The 

trail  system  would  also  serve  as  a  maintenance/emergency  access  road  for  the 

flood  control  project.  The  exact  location  of  this  trail  system  would  depend 

on  the  final  levee  alignment  and  available  right-of-way. 

The  conceptual  limits  of  the  levee  are  illustrated  on  plate  1.  The  trail  is 
located  on  top  of  the  levee  and/or  along  alignments  that  provide  visual 
interest  through  open  spaces  within  the  floodplain.  Access  to  the  pathway 
system  is  provided  at  key  points  along  the  levee.  These  access  points 

generally  occur  where  an  existing  road  or  pathway  intersects  the  flood  control  ' 

structure. 

Based  on  demand,  supply,  existing  site  conditions,  and  aesthetics,  a  variety 
of  activities  and  facilities  appear  desirable  as  part  of  the  development. 

Conceptual  plans  for  recreation-related  features  and  beautification  measures 
which  could  be  incorporated  into  the  flood  control  project  are  illustrated  on 
plates  2,  3i  and  Those  zones  and  the  facilities  and  activities  associated 
with  each  are  identified  in  figure  13-  Priority  ratings  for  the  facilities 
and/or  activities  are  shown  below.  The  facilities  are  compatible  with 
resource  management  objectives  and  engineering  and  operational  constraints. 
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Figure  13  -  Priority  Matrix 


RIVER  HEIGHTS  PARK  ZONE 

River  Heights  Park  zone  runs  approximately  from  1?  th  Street  NW  on  the  north  to 
Minnesota  Trunk  Highway  21  on  the  south  and  from  the  Red  River  on  the  west  to 
8th  Avenue  NW  on  the  east.  Currently,  the  levee  alignment  follows  the  river 
in  the  southern  portion  of  the  zone.  The  revised  levee  is  located  farther 
east  and  meets  the  existing,  to  be  upgraded,  levee  at  12th  Street  NW.  River 
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Road  bisects  River  Heights  Park.  It  is  the  only  existing  stretch  of  roadway 
into  East  Grand  Forks  which  provides  a  major  driving  surface  through  city 
parklands. 

The  concept  delineated  on  plate  2  provides  two  points  of  access  to  the  park 
area  -  the  first  is  located  on  12th  Street  MW  and  is  an  at-grade  entry;  the 
second  is  located  at  Lees  Place  and  is  ramped  access  over  the  levee.  The 
second  connection  suggests  a  link,  not  only  to  the  surrounding  neighborhood, 
but  also  to  River  Heights  Elementary  School  and  the  high  school  via  14th  and 
15th  Streets  NW. 

Pull-off  parking  bays  would  be  provided  along  a  segment  of  River  Road.  An 
upgraded  roadbed  and  parking  lot  would  be  developed  at  the  fishing  area  just 
north  of  the  sluiceway/dam. 

Entry  signs,  directional  signs,  and  information  displays  would  be  located  at 
appropriate  sites  along  the  pathway. 

Existing  vegetation  would  be  supplemented  by  new  planting  to  satisfy 
aesthetic,  functional,  and  maintenance  considerations.  Infill  planting  and 
seeding  would  restore  areas  where  replacement  flood  control  structures  are 
contemplated. 

The  area  between  River  Road  and  the  Red  River  would  accommodate  primarily 
unstructured  open  play  area  with  some  picnic  facilities  and  lead  to  an 
interpretive  trail  terminating  at  the  expanded  golf  course  in  the  city's 
northwest  corner.  The  park  area  east  of  River  Road  would  be  dedicated  to 
passive  activities  and  woodland  picnic  sites. 

RIVER  EDGE  PARK  ZONE 


The  area  illustrated  on  plate  3.  River  Edge  Park  zon;,  is  in  reach  II  and  is 
located  along  the  southwestern  periphery  of  the  central  business  district.  It 
runs  approximately  from  Demers  Avenue  on  the  north  to  the  intersection  of  the 
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Red  River  of  the  North  and  the  Red  Lake  River  on  the  south  and  from  the  Red 
River  on  the  west  to  Central  Avenue  on  the  east. 

This  zone  is  distinguished  from  the  others  by  its  proximity  to  the  downtown 
commercial  areas  of  both  East  Grand  Forks  and  Grand  Forks.  The  potential 
relocation  of  the  levee  in  this  area  would  not  impact  the  existing  open  space 
along  the  river  so  much  as  it  would  alter  the  complexion  of  the  downtown.  The 
shift  in  alignment  would  be  to  the  north  and  east  from  1st  Street  NW  to  2nd 
Street  NW  north  of  the  Great  Northern  Railway  bridge  and  east  from  the 
existing  parkland  to  1st  Avenue  NW  through  the  southern  half  of  Griggs  Park. 

The  concept  plan  illustrates  a  parallel  set  of  trails  -  one  along  the  river 
and  another  toward  downtown  along  an  upgraded  thru-road  and  bypass  which  would 
link  the  southeast  corner  of  downtown  to  the  street  and  Central  Avenue.  Major 
pedestrian  access  is  provided  at  Demers  Avenue  and  at  1st  Street  NW  one  block 
south  of  the  realigned  levee  through  Griggs  Park. 

An  informal  amphitheater  and  central  gathering  area  of  outdoor  civic  functions 
is  suggested  near  the  existing  parking  lots  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
intersection  of  1st  Street  NW  and  the  Great  Northern  Railroad  tracks.  An  open 
play  area  is  located  south  of  the  railroad  bridge,  and  picnic  facilities  are 
shown  at  two  locations  in  the  park. 

Further  design  development  should  consider  greater  pedestrian  access  to  the 
water,  especially  for  fishing  in  the  areas  upstream  of  dam  structures,  and 
access  to  boat  and  canoe  launching  areas.  The  city  Parks  and  Recreation 
Department  suggested  a  pedestrian  crossing  over  the  Red  River,  possibly  at  the 
dam,  or  on  a  new  pedestrian  bridge  designed  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  impede 
floodwater  flow. 

Plant  material  massings  would  be  located  to  screen  undesirable  views,  accent 
positive  vistas,  create  focal  interest,  supplement  existing  vegetation,  and 
restore  areas  damaged  during  the  construction  of  the  new  levee. 
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O'LEARY/FOLSON  PARK  ZONE 


Zone  C  comprises  two  parks  and  accounts  for  more  than  30  percent  of  the  East 
Grand  Forks'  total  parkland.  O'Leary  Park,  a  portion  of  which  is  shown  on 
plate  4,  is  approximately  34  acres.  Folson  Park,  contiguous  with  O'Leary 
Park,  is  located  farther  to  the  east  and  is  25  acres. 

That  portion  of  the  O'Leary/Folson  Park  zone  illustrated  on  plate  4  is  bounded 
by  the  Red  River  on  the  west  and  O'Leary  Park  warming  house/proposed  ice  rink 
on  the  east.  The  levee  alignment  shown  includes  approximately  the  NW  one- 
quarter  of  the  total  circumference. 

The  land  west  of  the  north-south  levee  alignment  is  agricultural.  Other  lands 
are  primarily  residential  except  for  the  property  on  which  Crestwood 
Elementary  School  is  located  and  the  O'Leary  Park  recreation  area  to  the 
northeast.  There  is  currently  no  permanent  flood  control  structure  in  this 
area. 

Because  of  the  significant  amount  of  existing  parkland,  playfield,  and  other 
associated  recreational  development,  the  scheme  for  this  area  suggests  minimal 
development  other  than  the  trails  and  the  planting,  signs,  and  site 
furnishings  at  key  areas  including  access  points,  viewing/rest  areas,  and  the 
warming  house. 

Using  the  conceptual  schemes  for  each  of  the  three  zones,  the  following 
associations  have  been  developed  as  appropriate  relationships  between 
activities/facilities  and  specific  land  use/loeations  within  the  flood  control 
project  area. 

The  combination  of  landscape  beautification  measures,  site  furnishings 
(exhibit  1),  flood  control  structure  design  treatment,  and  activity/facility 
development  provides  a  comprehensive  recreation  design  concept. 
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Figure  14  -  Facility  Associations 


CORPS  POLICY 


The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  authorized  by  Federal  law  to  assist  and  participate 
with  local  sponsors  in  providing  outdoor  recreation  facilities  and  water 
resource  projects.  Current  authorities,  policies,  and  guidelines  regulate  the 
extent  to  which  the  Corps  can  participate  on  project  related  lands.  At  flood 
protection  projects,  participation  is  limited  to  certain  water-oriented 
outdoor  recreation  facilities.  On  nonproject  related  lands,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  can  cost  share  only  those  facilities/activities  that  affect  public 
health  and  safety. 
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Project  related  lands  are  defined  as  lands  necessary  to  promote  proper  flood 
control  functions.  Project  lands  would  be  those  used  for  the  (re) 
construction  of  the  levee  and  floodwali.  This  study  illustrates  conceptual 
plans  for  public  use  development  in  addition  to  federally  constructed  flood 
control  measures  to  provide  suggestions  to  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks  for 
potential  cooperative  development. 

The  recreation  related  features  proposed  in  the  plan  of  development  are 
intended  to  enhance  the  project's  visual  image,  ensure  public  safety  and 
security,  and  increase  functional  aspects  within  the  project  limits. 

Plates  2,  3  and  4  and  the  figures  in  the  site  furnishings  section  suggest 
relationships  among  various  recreational  developments  and  site  furnishings. 
The  following  figure  indicates  proposed  quantities  within  each  of  the  three 
reaches  shown  on  plate  1. 


Reach  A 

Reach  B 

Reach  C 

Benches* 

18  units 

20  units 

37  units 

Signage* 

20  units 

25  units 

U9  units 

Walking  /Biking  Trail 

2.7  mile 

1.8  mile 

U . 8  mile 

*  includes  units  approximately  8'  either  side  of  levee/or 
trail  within  project  area. 


Figure  15  -  Quantities 


RECREATION  ECONOMIC  JUSTIFICATION 


POTENTIAL  VISITATION 

As  proposed,  the  trail  system  would  provide  for  many  types  of  recreational 
opportunities,  such  as  bicycling,  walking,  jogging,  and  skiing.  It  is 
difficult  to  estimate  the  future  use  of  the  trail  system  due  to  a  lack  of 
current  participation  data  for  the  potential  uses.  For  example,  jogging  has 
become  a  significant  recreational  activity  in  the  past  5  years.  Most 
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currently  used  recreation  surveys  were  conducted  before  jogging  became 
popular.  Hence,  any  participation  data  derived  from  those  surveys  would 
greatly  underpredict  jogging  activities.  Of  all  the  potential  activities, 
bicycling  has  what  is  considered  to  be  the  most  reliable  per  capita  use  rates. 

For  this  report,  it  will  be  assumed  that  bicycling  is  the  only  trail  activity 
and  that  all  of  the  benefits  of  the  trail  system  would  be  from  bicycling. 
This  assumption  would  use  the  trail  activity  requiring  the  most  expensive 
treadway  and  greatly  underestimate  total  trail  use.  The  results  would  be  a 
cost  estimate  that  would  represent  the  complete  trail  system  and  a  benefit 
estimate  significantly  less  than  could  be  reasonably  expected. 

The  1  979  Minnesota  Statewide  Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  (SCORP) 
estimated  a  per  capita  use  rate  for  bicycling  of  13.4  in  1985  in  the  East 
Grand  Forks  region.  The  rate  increases  to  1 4.0  in  1990  and  14.9  in  1995.  The 
per  capita  use  rate  means  that,  on  the  average,  everyone  in  the  region  would 
go  bicycling  14  to  15  times  each  year. 

It  is  assumed  that  one-third  of  the  bicycling  occasions  would  occur  on  the 
trail  system.  A  review  of  trail  activities  indicates  the  trail  use 
(bicycling,  walking,  etc.)  is  the  primary  activity,  with  an  occasional 
secondary  activity  such  as  picnicking.  Therefore,  it  is  assumed  that  one-half 
of  the  trail  users  would  engage  in  more  than  one  activity  during  a  day's  use 
of  the  trail  system.  For  this  report,  a  visitor  day  equals  1.5  activity 


occasions.  Figures 
the  project. 

1 5 A  and  15B 

show  the 

projected 

visitation 

over  the 

life  of 

1985(2) 

1987(3) 

1990 

1995 

2030 

2085 

Population(  1 ) 

10,000(4) 

„ 

10,737 

11,600(4) 

19,475 

Per  capita  use  rate 

13.4 

— 

14.0 

14.9 

15.0 

_ 

Activity  occasions 
Trail  system 

134,000 

134,000 

150,300 

172,800 

292,000 

292,000 

activity  occasions 

0 

44,700 

50,100 

57,600 

97,300 

97,300 

Visitor  days 

0 

29,800 

33,400 

38,400 

64,900 

64,900 

(1)  From  figure  8.  (3)  Project  completed. 

(2)  Initial  year  of  project  construction.  (4)  Interpolated  from  figure  8. 

Figure  1 5 A  -  Projected  Visitation 
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The  average  annual  visitation  would  be  approximately  57,000  visitor  days 


L-A-3 1 


RECIEN  VISITATION  CURVE 

PROJECTED  VISITS  EAST  SRAMS  TORES,  MINNESOTA 

11  MAT  II 


The  trail  system  as  conceptualized  in  this  report  would  be  approximately  10 
miles  long.  This  equals  the  projected  demand  for  bicycle  trails  in  the  year 
2000  (see  figure  12).  The  demand  for  trails  is  projected  to  increase  to  13 
miles  in  the  year  2030. 

The  instant  design  load  per  mile  of  trail  projected  for  the  year  2030  is 
within  the  generally  accepted  trail  design  limits. 

RECREATION  BENEFITS 

The  benefits  attributable  to  recreation  were  derived  based  on  the  guidance 
contained  in  ER  1105-2-300,  NED  Benefit-Co3t  Analysis,  dated  15  July  1980.  As 
no  regional  models  are  available,  the  unit-day  methodology  was  used.  The 
following  is  a  summary  of  the  criteria  and  the  point  values  assigned. 

Criterion  1  -  Recreation  Experience  Total  points  -  30 

The  trail  system  would  offer  opportunities  for  several  activities  and  provide 
for  access  to  several  others. 

Points  assigned  -  8 

Criterion  2  -  Availability  of  Opportunity  Total  points  -  18 

Within  the  market  area,  there  is  not  another  trail  system  as  extensive  as 

the  proposed  system. 

Points  assigned  -  8 

Criterion  3  -  Carrying  Capacity  Total  points  -  14 

The  trail  and  its  amenities  would  be  designed  to  current  standards  and  would 
accommodate  the  project  use. 

Points  assigned  -  7 

Criterion  4  -  Accessibility  Total  points  -  18 

The  trail  system  would  be  very  extensive,  with  relatively  easy  access  from 
anywhere  within  East  Grand  Forks. 

Points  assigned  -  12 
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Criterion  5  -  Environmental  Quality  Total  points  -  20 

The  trail  system  parallels  the  river.  The  river  corridor  would  be  relatively 
attractive.  The  levees  and  floodwalls  would  distract  to  some  minor  extent. 
Points  assigned  -  6 

Total  points  assigned  -  41 
Estimated  day  use  value  -  $2.84 


Using  standard  discounting  procedures  and  a  100-year  project  life,  the 
estimated  average  annual  recreation  benefits  would  be: 


$135,400  at  3  1/4  percent,  original  project  interest  rate 
$110,900  at  7  7/8  percent,  current  interest  rate 


COSTS 


A  construction  cost  estimate  for  the  trail  system  is  based  on  the  following 


assumptions: 


_ Item _ 

Trails  (8-foot  wide,  bituminous) 
Signs  along  the  trails 
Benches  along  the  trails 
Landscaping 
Subtotal 

Contingencies  (20  percent) 

Total 

Engineering  and  design  (10  percent) 
Supervision  and  administration 
Total  construction  costs 


Unit  Cost 

Units 

Total  Cost 

$27 ,000 /mile 

10  miles 

$270 ,000 

500/mile 

10  miles 

5 , 000 

1 , 000/mile 

10  miles 

10,000 

15,000 

1  Job 

15,000 

300,000 

60,000 

360,000 

36,000 

33,000 

429,000 

The  estimated  construction  cost  for  the  system,  including  contingencies  and 
engineering  and  design,  is  $430,000. 


The  trail  system  would  require  some  maintenance.  It  is  estimated  that  the 
maintenance  cost  per  visitor  day  would  be  $0.31.  The  average  annual 
maintenance  costs  would  be  $17,100. 


The  average  annual  cost  is  the  sum  of  the  average  annual  maintenance  costs  and 
the  annualized  construction  costs.  At  a  3  1/4  percent  interest  rate,  the 
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average  annual  construction  costs  would  be  $14,600;  at  7  7/8  percent,  the 
average  annual  construction  costs  would  be  $33,900. 

The  average  annual  costs  at  3  1/4  percent  would  be  $31,700.  At  7  7/8  percent, 
they  would  be  $48,500. 

BENEFIT-COST  RATIO 

The  benefits  of  the  recreation  project  must  be  greater  than  the  costs  if  the 
Corps  is  to  work  with  a  local  sponsor  to  develop  the  project. 

At  3  1/4  percent  interest  rate,  the  benefit-cost  ratio  would  be: 

$135,400  -  $31,700  =  4.27 

At  7  7/8  percent  interest  rate,  the  benefit-cost  ratio  would  be: 

$110,000  -  $48,500  =  2.27 

Given  that  the  costs  would  be  for  a  complete  trail  system  and  the  benefits 
were  determined  for  only  a  portion  of  the  potential  users,  it  would  appear 
that  recreation  development  would  be  economically  justified. 

COST  SHARING  POLICY 

One  objective  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  to  identify  recreation 
opportunities  associated  with  Corps  water  resource  projects  and  to  implement 
such  recreational  developments  with  the  assistance  of  non-Federal  sponsors 
such  as  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks.  The  intent  of  this  objective  is  to 
preserve,  enhance,  and  create  opportunities  for  public  enjoyment  and  use. 

At  flood  control  projects,  recreation  and  beautification  development  must  be 
on  lands  acquired  by  the  local  interests  for  the  basic  project  purpose.  The 
level  of  recreation  development  generally  cannot  increase  the  Federal  project 
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cost  by  more  than  10  percent.  All  general  recreation  facilities  such  as 
trails,  picnic  areas,  boat  launching  ramps,  fishing  docks,  and  associated 
support  facilities  can  be  considered  for  inclusion  in  the  recreation  plan. 
Facilities  normally  provided  by  the  private  sector  cannot  be  included  for 
Federal  funding  (see  exhibit  4). 

Federal  funding  of  recreation  facility  development  is  limited  to  no  more  than 
50  percent  of  the  initial  construction  cost.  The  remainder  should  be  provided 
by  the  non-Federal  sponsor  at  the  time  of  construction.  In  addition  to 
agreeing  to  share  in  the  initial  costs,  the  non-Federal  sponsor(s)  must 
operate  and  maintain  the  recreation  facilities  for  the  life  of  the  project  and 
keep  them  open  to  the  public. 

Any  recreation  development  associated  with  Corps  projects  in  East  Grand  Forks 
should  be  cost  shared  and  operated  by  the  city.  Therefore,  implementation  of 
a  recreation  plan  is  at  the  option  of  the  city.  As  more  detailed  planning 
reports  are  prepared,  a  draft  cost-sharing  contract  is  coordinated  and, 
ultimately,  a  final  cost-sharing  contract  should  be  signed  by  the  non-Federal 
sponsor.  The  sponsor  may  withdraw  from  implementing  project  recreation 
measures  up  to  the  time  of  bids  for  construction. 

LANDSCAPE  BEAUTIFICATION  MEASURES 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  committed  to  working  with  the  city  of  East  Grand 
Forks  to  develop  functional,  attractive,  and  innovative  measures  that 
harmonize  basic  construction  projects  with  the  landscape.  The  intent  of  this 
objective,  which  is  reinforced  by  Public  Law  91-190,  is  to  identify, 
coordinate,  and  implement  measures  which  will  lead  to  aesthetically  sensitive 
projects  in  which  the  public  may  take  pride. 

POLICY 

Corps  policy  dictates  that,  where  human  safety  and  structural  integrity  are 
not  compromised  and  effective  maintenance  of  the  project  is  not  impaired, 
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appropriate  landscape  plantings  (trees,  shrubs,  vines,  and  grasses)  will  be 
incorporated  into  the  design  of  floodwalls,  levees,  and  dam  embankments.  For 
this  project,  where  maintenance  of  the  completed  project  will  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks,  the  landscape  plantings  should 
be  coordinated.  For  example,  in  areas  where  significant  loss  of  vegetation 
and  wildlife  cover  may  occur  due  to  construction,  the  planting  plan  should 
make  every  effort  to  replace  the  materials  destroyed.  Techniques  such  as 
innovative  geometry,  material  selection,  and  use  of  color  and  surface  textures 
offer  effective  environmental  enhancement.  Such  measures  should  be 
incorporated  when  addressing  aesthetic  treatment  of  floodwalls  and  stop  log 
structures.  Landscape  treatment  at  walls  also  softens  the  image. 

Development  of  the  flood  control  project  may  produce  some  visual  disruptions. 
A  variety  of  measures  can  be  taken  to  minimize  negative  impacts.  The  type  and 
scale  of  landscape  architectural  beautification  measures  could  depend  upon: 

-  The  level  of  visual  impacts  resulting  from  the  basic  project. 

-  The  public  exposure/visibility  of  the  visual  disruptions. 

-  The  interest  and  participation  of  the  city  of  East  Grand 
Forks  in  incorporating  measures  that  would  minimize  visual 
impac ts. 

Of  these  factors,  the  interest  and  involvement  aspect  is  the  most  important 
consideration  in  the  development  of  a  visually  pleasing  project.  For  purposes 
of  cost  allocation,  any  additional  measures  should  be  considered  part  of  the 
basic  project. 

PLANT  MATERIALS 

The  plant  materials  shown  in  figure  16  have  been  identified  primarily  for 
their  hardiness  to  the  region,  growth/tolerance  requirements,  and  aesthetic 
qualities.  An  important  consideration  in  species  selection  and  plant  material 
massing  is  site  restoration  and  supplemental  revegetation.  This  is  especially 


true  in  unloaded  areas  where  grades  and  soil  weight  may  be  altered  due  to  new 
levee  alignment  and  significant  earth  movement. 


The  plant  material  vocabulary  and  the  site  furnishings  are  intended  to  be  used 


as  a  guideline.  Specific  plans  can  be  developed  as  appropriate. 


S-  15  to  30' 
M-  30  to  45' 
L-  45'  * 


0-  Oval 
R-  Round 
P-  Pyramidal 


Marshall  Seedless  Ash 

Fraxinus  pe nnsv 1  van i c a  lanceolata 


Ame ncan  Linden 
Tilia  amerirana 


Silver  Mapie 
Acer  saccharinum 


Common  Hackberrv 
Ce 1 1  i  s  occ identa  1  i  s 


Weeping  Willow 
Salix  alba  tristis 


River  Birch 
Betula  nigra 


Red  Maple 
Acer  rubrum 


Ponderosa  Pine 
Pinus  ponderosa 


Scotch  Pine 
Pinus  sylvestris 


Dolgo  Crab 
Ma 1  us  'Dolgo' 


Russian  Olive 
Eleagnus  angustifolia 


Amur  Maple 
Acer  ginnala 


Figure  16  -  Trees  and  Overstory  Vocabulary 
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Red  Twigged  Dogwood 
Cornus  stolonifera 


Yellow  Twig  Dogwood 

Cornus  stlonifera  flaviramea 


Tatarian  Honeysuckle 
Lonicera  tatarica 


Smooth  Sumac 
Rhus  glabra 


Peking  Cotoneaster 
Cotoneaster  acutifolia 


Vanhoutce  Spirea 
Spiraea  van  houttei 


American  Elder 
Sambucus  canadensis 


Golden  Mockorange 
Philadelphus  x  virginalis 


Japanese  Barberry 
Berberis  tbunbergii 


Flowering  Plum 

Prunus  triloba  multiplex 


Canaert  Juniper 

Juniperus  virginiana  'Canaerti' 


Mugho  Pine 
Pinus  mugo 


Mane v  Jun ipe p 

Juniperus  chinensis  'Manevi' 


Andorra  Juniper 

Juniperus  horizontalis  'Andorra' 


Highbush  Cranberry 
Viburnum  trilobum 


Pussy  Willow 
Salix  caprea 


Crown  Vetch 
Coronilla  sp. 


Fleecefl owe  r 
Polygonum  reynoutria 


S-  Spreading  .  S-  0-3’ 

U-  Upright  M-  3-8' 

I-  Irregular  L-  8'+ 

G-  Globe  G-  Groundcover 

0-  Open 

Figure  16  -  Trees  and  Overstory  Vocabulary  (continued) 
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Of  the  plant  materials  identified  for  the  East  Grand  Forks  region,  different 
types  of  vegetation  can  satisfy  various  functions/aesthetic  needs.  Materials 
should  be  planted  where  they  can  be  most  effective. 


A  significant  method  of  beautifying  the  areas  within  the  flood  control  project 
is  to  develop  and  implement  a  comprehensive,  coordinated  planting  scheme. 
Among  other  aspects,  appropriate  planting  provides:  shade,  seasonal  color, 
fruit  and  cover  for  wildlife,  visual  buffering,  focal  accent,  erosion  control, 
slope/levee  stabilization,  and  microclimatic  control.  These  considerations 
are  illustrated  in  the  Plant  Materials  Selection  figure  and  in  figures  19-24. 
For  example,  red  osier  dogwood,  when  used  in  combination  with  sod  or  prairie 
grasses  at  the  edge  of  overstory  massing,  could  provide  cover  and  food  for 
wildlife,  act  as  a  screen/buffer  planting,  provide  focal  point  and  backdrop 
attraction,  and  aid  in  erosion  control.  It  is  most  appropriate  when  used  at 
rest/viewing  areas  and  along  pathway/levee  edges. 


Red  Twigged  Doewooc 


Ye  1  low  Twig  Dogwood 


Tatarian  Honeysuckle 


Smooth  Sumac 


Peking  Cotoneaster 


Vanhoutte  Spirea 


American  Elder 


Golden  Mockorange 


Japanese  Barberry 


Flowering  Plum 


Canaert  Juniper 


Mugho  Pine 


Manev  Juniper 


Andorra  Juniper 


Highbush  Cranberry 


Pussv  Willow 


Figure  17  -  Plant  Characteristics 
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Figures  19  through  24  illustrate  a  number  of  the  concepts  discussed  in  this 
section  which  could  easily  be  implemented.  Planting  should  not  be  placed 
indiscriminately  and  generally  not  on  the  levee.  Materials  selected  should  be 
of  reasonable  size  -  coniferous  trees  in  the  6-  to  8-foot  high  range  and 
deciduous  materials  not  less  than  2  1/2  inches  caliper.  Plates  2,  3,  and  4 
shew  typical  plant  massing  associations. 


House 

Visual  Buffer 
Planting 

Levee  Grasses 


Existing  Trees 
New  Levee 

Infill  Planting 
and  Seeding 

Old  Levee 


Coniferous 

Planting 

Open  Space 
Activity  Area 


Pathway 

Focal  Planting 
Existing  Vegetation 


Figures  19  -  24  -  Plant  Massing  Concepts 
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Figures  19-24  -  Plant  Massing  Concepts  (continued) 


The  levee/street  crossing  treatment  illustrated  in  figure  25  would  be  used  in 
areas  with  less  frequent  flooding.  Interim  methods  such  as  sandbags  might  be 
used  to  stem  the  flow  of  water  during  flooding.  The  flood  control  structure 
in  this  case  would  not  be  very  high.  Signs,  specimen  planting  for  accent,  a 
change  in  driving  surface  texture,  and  bollards  could  provide  the  visual 
control  and  awareness  necessary  to  avoid  potential  conflicts  between  motorists 
and  pedestrians. 


Figure  25  -  Levee  Treatment 
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In  certain  areas,  higher  levees  would  be  required  to  control  floodwaters  where 
streets  intersect  the  flood  control  structure.  This  case  is  shown  in  figure 
26.  The  device  used  to  control  flooding  could  be  concrete  piers  constructed 
on  either  side  of  the  berm.  These  piers  would  be  designed  so  that,  at  the 
appropriate  time,  stop  logs  could  be  inserted  into  grooves  cast  into  the 
’  concrete  and  walls.  These  could  be  treated  similar  to  the  floodwalls  in  the 

downtown  area  so  that  they  were  both  functional  and  aesthetically  pleasing, 
r  The  planting  concepts  and  crosswalk  situation  for  stop  log  treatment  would  be 

the  same  as  those  described  in  figure  25. 


Figure  26  -  Stop  Log  Treatment 


Pedestrian,  cyclist,  and  service  access  points  to  the  levee  should  be 
carefully  sited.  Where  access  i3  appropriate  a  ramped  approach  not  exceeding 
8  percent  would  be  preferable.  Clear  sight  lines,  smooth  transition  of 
materials,  and  signs,  as  illustrated  in  figure  27,  provide  the  most  functional 
access . 
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Paths  through  a  wooded  area  (illustrated  in  figure  29)  could  prtviie  v. 
interest  and  serve  a  practical  purpose  of  grade  transition  by  a.ig: 
walkways  in  a  meandering  fashion.  This  concept  takes  advantage  of 
maintains  existing  stands  of  vegetation,  and  reduces  the  potential  for  ero 
in  floodplain  areas. 
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Figure  29  -  Pathway  Treatment 


In  situations  that  offer  exceptional  vistas,  or  where  rest  areas  would  be 
appropriate,  benches  could  be  placed  at  viewing  areas  along  paths.  In  the 
case  shown  in  figure  30,  the  path  is  widened  and  a  trash  receptacle  has  been 
placed  alongside  the  bench  to  accommodate  bicyclists,  hikers,  and  other 
pedestrians. 
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Figure  30  -  Viewing  Area 

Figure  31  illustrates  a  pathway  intersection  or  entry  point.  A  major 
informationai/directional  sign  is  appropriately  located.  The  path  is  widened 
to  accommodate  pedestrian  movement.  Seating  is  provided,  and  planting  is 
strategically  placed  to  be  both  functional  and  aesthetic. 
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Figure  31  -  Entry  Point 
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In  areas  where  roadways  have  been  upgraded,  it  might  be  advisable  to 
occasionally  locate  pull-off  parking  bays  at  selected  points.  Figure  32 
illustrates  the  relationship  of  a  small,  sensitively  located  parking  bay  and  a 
portion  of  a  picnic  area  and  a  pathway  alignment.  Every  effort  should  be  made 
to  disrupt  the  existing  character  and  natural  environment  as  little  as 
possible. 


Figure  32  -  Picnic  Pulloff 
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COST  ESTIMATE 


The  costs  associated  with  landscape  beautification  measures  are  shared  between 
the  Corps  and  tne  local  sponsor.  The  percent  share  is  determined  by  the 
percent  share  of  the  project  feature  with  which  the  measure  is  associated. 
For  example,  landscaping  associated  with  a  floodwall  would  be  cost  shared  at 
the  same  percentage  as  the  floodwall.  Landscaping  at  a  recreation  area  would 
be  cost-shared  under  the  recreation  formula  (50-50).  Generally,  between  3  and 
5  percent  of  total  project  costs  are  allocated  to  landscape  beautification 
measures. 

It  is  very  difficult  to  develop  an  accurate  cost  estimate  at  this  stage  in  the 
planning  process  due  to  a  lack  of  detail.  Detailed  planting  plans  are 
generally  developed  during  the  feature  design  phase. 

To  develop  a  rough  cost  estimate,  the  following  assumptions  were  used: 

o  Plantings  paralleling  the  levee  (both  sides)  would  cost  approximately 
$15  per  linear  foot. 

o  Mass  plantings  and  infill  plantings  associated  with  the  unloaded 
areas,  a  moderate  level  of  planting,  would  cost  $15,000  per  acre. 

Given  approximately  10  miles  (52,800  feet)  of  levees  and  floodwalls  and 
approximately  35  acres  of  unloaded  areas,  the  estimated  landscape 
beautification  costs  would  be  $1,317,000. 

It  must  be  stressed  that  these  costs  are  only  a  very  rough  estimate.  A  more 
accurate,  detailed  estimate  can  be  developed  only  when  more  data  are 
available.  Factors  that  would  significantly  influence  tne  costs  include  the 
final  alignments,  the  desires  of  city  officials  and  local  residents,  the 
acreages  to  be  planted,  and  the  desired  plant  species  availability  and  cost. 
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EXHIBIT  1  SITE  ELEMENTS  FURNISHINGS 


Figure  33 

Furnishings  /Materials 
Matrix 


Conceptual  plans  have  been  developed  for  each  of  the  three 
reaches  within  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks.  In  addition 
to  landscaping,  site  furnishings  sould  be  included  as 
part  of  the  landscape  beautification  and  recreation  effort. 
Figure  33  identifies  possible  site  elements  and  suggesE 
the  variety  of  materials  and  surfaces  of  which  they  could 
be  constructed.  Material  selection  and  element  location 
should  be  coordinated  on-site  to  ensure  the  most  functional 
and  visually  pleasing  results. 
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The  following  figures  illustrate  proto-typical  situations 
and  site  elements  within  the  project  area.  For  example, 
pedestrian  /bike  paths  are  shown  as  eitht  foot  wide.  The 
standard  cross  section  would  include  4"  of  crushed  limestone 
over  a  4"  aggregate  base  (see  figure  34). 

Upgraded  road  beds  should  be  24  feet  wide  with  two  foot 
gravel  shoulders  and  pitch  to  drain  na tura 1  ly . • the  roadbed 
surface  would  be  3”  of  asphalt  over  a  6"  aggregate  bed 
overlaying  compacted  subgrade  as  illustrated  in  figure  35. 
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The  existing  fishing  area  in  the  River  Heights  Far'.;  Z~r.t 
should  be  upgraded.  A  paved  road  and  re-organized  parking 
i  r  e  a  would  reduce  negative  environmental  impacts  such  as 
erosion.  Rip  rap.  in  the  form  of  boulders,  might  he  audit 
to  the  shoreline  to  create  a  safer  and  more  aesthetic 
area  (see  figure  38). 
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Park  benches  throughout  the  project  area  (see  figure  30  ’ 
would  create  a  pleasant  feeling.  The  location  of  woocer. 
benches  at  key  areas  would  have  to  be  determined  on  a  site 
by  sice  basis.  Backless  benches  could  be  utilized  with 
picnic  tables  and  should  have  the  same  natural  character. 
In  addition,  trash  receptacles  (figure  40)  should  be 
sturdily  constructed,  aesthetically  appealing,  and  located 
in  areas  where  the  general  public  might  gather.  Recep¬ 
tacles  should  be  easilv  accessible  to  service  vehicles. 
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Figure  40 
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6"  x  6"  treated  wooden  timbers  called  bollards  if igur»  1 
are  a  landscape  element  that  mav  be  used  m  conjunction 
with  signage  to  provide  safety  and  direction  to  both  the 
pedestrian  and  the  automobile. 

Signage  could  be  an  important  v  i  sua  1 /f unc t  iona 1  element 
throughout  the  project  area.  Four  basic  sign  types  would 
be  appropriate.  Figure  42  is  a  bollard/interpretive  sign 
which  could  be  inconspicuously  placed  in  natural  areas 
adjacent  to  the  pathway .  Figure  43  is  an  illustration  of 
a  direccional  sign.  The  eight  foot  height  allows  for 
standard  directional  signage  as  well  as  custom  informa¬ 
tional  signage  to  be  applied  on  a  4"  x  4"  wood  post. 

Figure  43  is  an  illustration  of  a  directional  sign.  The 
eight  foot  height  allows  for  standard  directional  signage 
as  well  as  custom  information  to  be  applied  on  a  4"  x 4" 
wood  post. 

Area  entrance  signs  and  larger  scale  information  /directional 
signage  is  conceptually  illustrated  in  figures  44  and  45  . 
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EXHIBIT  2  EAST  GRAND  FORKS  FACILITIES  INVENTORY  f  12/82  i 
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EXHIBIT  3  CAPITOL  IMPROVEMENTS  PLAN 


Year 


Approxima  t e 
Cost 


RIVER  HEIGHTS  PARK: 


1983-  Install  exercise  track  including  20  12,000. 

stations  with  signs. 

1984  -  Build  shelter  4,000. 

1985-  Install  new  playground  equipment 

including  volleyball,  merry-go-round  10,000. 

1986-  Install  running  surface  for  exercise 

track.  36,000. 

1987  -  Install  lights  around  exercise  trail.  15,000. 

TOTAL  $  77,000. 


SHERLOCK  PARK: 


1983-  Vac-All  truck.  Shared  cost  with 

Street  Dept.  60,000. 

1984-  Repair  main  flower  bed  drainage.  14,000. 

1985  -  Amphitheater  development  with  benches 

and  walkway.  50,000. 

1986-  Remove  posts  in  park.  Curb  &  gutter.  25,000. 

1987  -  Finish  curb  and  gutter  from  1986.  25,000. 

TOTAL  $174,000. 


RIVER  EDGE  PARK: 


1983  -  Road  and  site  work. 

1984  -  Water  and  sewer. 

1985  -  Grinder  pump. 

1986-  Trailer  house  for  bathrooms  and  showers 

1987-  Pincnic  tables,  grills,  playground. 

TOTAL 

CIVIC  CENTER: 

1983  -  Repair  and  replace  footings. 

1984  Waterproof  and  drain  tile  east  side  of 
building . 

1985-  Seal  exterior  of  building.  Repaint. 

1986-  Repair  and  replace  overhead  door. 

1987-  Install  tile  in  dressing  rooms. 

1988  -  Drainage  improvements. 

1989  -  Install  watering  system. 

TOTAL 


3,500. 

7,200. 

5,400. 

12,000. 

7,000. 

$  35,000. 


2,000. 

25,000. 

15,000. 

2,000. 

4,500. 

8,000. 

4,500. 

$  58,000. 
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1TTS  WILLIAMS  PARK: 


6 , OOC . 
278,000. 


1983-  Install  playground  equipment. 

-  Pave  parking  lots;  install  lighting 
1989-1988-  Spread  payment  of  item  2  above. 

TOTAL  $ 

STAUSS  PARK: 

1983-  Baseball  field  restoration. 

1989-  Build  new  storage  shed. 

1985  -  Buy  new  bleachers. 

1986-  Build  two  softball  diamonds. 

1987  -  Fence  softball  diamonds. 

TOTAL  ! 

O'LEARY  PARK: 

1983  - 
1989  - 

1985  - 

1986  - 

1987  - 

TOTAL 

F0LS0N  PARK: 

1983-  Renovate  shelter  and  picnic  area. 

1989-  Floodproof  warming  house. 

1985-  Build  two  softball  diamonds. 

1986-  Fence  diamonds. 

1987  -  Install  six  sets  of  bleachers. 

TOTAL 

GOLF  COURSE: 

1983-  Clear  area  for  park  and  parking. 

1989  -  Install  road  and  parking. 

1985-  Install  lighting  for  park. 

1986-  Install  playground  equipment. 

1987  -  Install  shelter. 

TOTAL 

V.F.W.  ARENA: 

1983-  Install  watering  system. 

1989-  Repair  Zamboni  room. 

1985  -  Pave  behind  Zamboni  room. 

1986-  Install  interior  running  track. 

1987  -  Finish  payment  on  running  track. 

TOTAL 

RESURRECTION  CEMETARY 

SWIMMING  POOL 

MISCELLANEOUS  ,  cQ 
L-A-5o 


Tear  down  brown  shed.  Build  new  garage. 
New  playground  equipment. 

Build  new  shelter. 

Underground  sprinkler. 

Add  heat  and  insulation  to  quansette. 

$ 


289,000. 


3,500. 

9,000. 

6,900. 

10,000. 

9,000. 

32,900. 


8,000. 

8,000. 

9,500. 

6,000. 

10,000. 

36,500. 


2,500. 

15,000. 

10,000. 

9,000. 

6,000. 

$  92,500 


5,000. 

1*8,000. 

10,000. 

6,000. 

3,900. 

$  92,900 


9,000. 

5,000. 

10,000. 

25,000. 

25,000. 

69,000. 

15,000. 

98,300. 

19,500. 


EttHBIT  4 


EXCLUDED  FACILITIES 


Facilities  which  are  not  eligible  for  Federal  financial 

assistance  in  the  recreational  development  at  local 

projects  are  listed  below: 

1.  Boats,  motors  and  attendant  storage  and  repair  facilit 

2.  Mechanical  boat  launching  devices. 

3.  Supply  stores,  restaurants  and  snack  bats. 

4.  Bait  and  tackle  shops. 

5.  Oil  and  gasoline  dispensing  and  storage  facilities. 

6.  Motels. 

7.  Hotels. 

8.  Cabins. 

9.  Bicycle  and  attendant  storage  and  repair  facilities. 

10.  Horses,  riding  stables  and  corrals. 

11.  Boat  docks,  piers,  and  similar  facilities  for  long¬ 
term  berting  or  mooring  of  pleasure  boats.  (This  does 
not  include  courtesy  docks  provided  in  conjunction 
with  public  launching  ramps). 

12.  Administrative  buildings,  operations  personnel  res¬ 
idences,  visitor  centers  (other  than  information 
kiosks),  amphitheaters,  stadiums,  shower  buildings 
and  exhibit  halls. 

13.  Decorative  fountains  and  statuary. 

14.  Decorative  lakes  or  ponds  for  recreation  or  aesthetic 
reasons . 

15.  Elaborate  playground  equipment  such  as  spray  pads, 
wood  and  stone  replicas  of  forts,  castles,  etc. 

16.  Decorative  promenades  or  boardwalks. 

17.  Bleachers  and  dugouts. 

18.  Tennis  courts  and  other  courts. 
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ASSESSMENT  OF  EXISTING  EMERGENCY  FLOOD  BARRIER 

DESCRIPTION  OF  FLOOD  BARRIER 

The  existing  emergency  levee  system  at  East  Grand  Forks  is 
approximately  1.8  miles  long  and  can  be  divided  into  two  separable 
reaches.  The  levees  were  constructed  in  1965  and  have  been  raised, 
reinforced,  and  extended  during  subsequent  flood  activities. 

REACH  1 

Reach  1  of  tne  emergency  levee  system  is  located  near  the  confluence  of 
the  Red  Lake  River  with  the  Red  River  of  the  North.  The  levee  is 
approximately  0.5  mile  long  and  extends  from  200  feet  southwest  of  the 
junction  of  Second  Avenue  NE  and  First  Street  NE  to  the  closure  at  Hill 
Street  NW,  The  alignment  of  the  levee  is  approximately  parallel  to  the 
adjoining  river,  with  the  toe  of  the  embankment  located  a  minimum  of  40 
feet  from  the  bank  of  the  Red  Lake  River  and  350  feet  from  the  bank  of 
the  Red  River  of  the  Nortn. 

The  existing  levee  is  characterized  by  two  levee  configurations. 
Segment  A,  shown  on  figure  1,  extends  from  approximately  200  feet 
southwest  of  tne  junction  of  Second  Avenue  NE  and  First  Street  NE  to 
the  junction  of  Dike  Street  and  Central  Avenue.  It  has  a  top  width  of 
9  to  12  feet,  a  IV  on  2.5H  landward  slope,  a  IV  on  2.6H  riverward 
3lope,  and  a  neignt  of  8  to  12  feet.  Segment  B,  extending  from  the 
junction  of  Central  Avenue  and  Dike  Street  to  the  closure  at  Hill 
Street  NW,  has  a  top  width  of  12  to  20  feet,  a  IV  on  2.6H  landward 
slope,  a  IV  on  2.6H  to  IV  on  3H  riverward  slope,  and  a  heignt  of  6  to 
18  feet.  The  natural  ground  elevation  along  the  Reach  1  levee 


alignment  varies  from  elevation  830,  200  feet  from  Second  Avenue  NE,  to 
820,  approximately  400  feet  from  Second  Avenue  NE.  The  ground  remains 
relatively  uniform  at  elevation  820  to  within  100  feet  of  Hill  Street 
NW  where  it  gradually  rises  to  elevation  824.5  at  tne  Hill  Street 
closure. 

REACH  2 

Reach  2  of  tne  emergency  levee  system  is  approximately  1.4  miles  long 
and  extends  from  the  Great  Northern  Railroad  embankment  to  the 
northwest  corner  of  River  Heights  Park  where  the  levee  abuts  hign 
ground.  The  levee  alignment  parallels  the  Red  River  from  the 
Great  Northern  embankment  to  where  it  crosses  River  Road  NW.  North  of 
River  Road  NW,  the  levee  is  located  on  the  south  and  west  sides  of 
River  Heights  Park. 

The  existing  levee  is  characterized  by  five  different  typical  sections. 

o  Segment  C,  which  extends  from  the  Burlington  Northern  Railroad 
embankment  to  approximately  200  feet  south  of  Demers  Avenue,  has  a 
top  width  of  10  to  12  feet,  a  IV  on  2.7H  landward  slope,  a  IV  on  3H 
riverward  slope,  and  a  height  of  7  to  11  feet.  Approximately  200 
feet  north  from  the  Burlington  Northern  Railroad  embankment,  a 
gravel  road  passes  through  the  levee  at  elevation  824. 

o  Segment  D  extends  from  200  feet  south  of  Demers  Avenue  to  tne 
abandoned  Burlington  Northern  Railroad  bridge.  It  has  a  top  width 
of  2  to  8  feet,  a  IV  on  2.5H  landward  slope,  a  IV  on  2.5H  riverward 
slope,  and  a  height  of  1  to  3  feet.  The  Demers  Avenue  closure  is 
at  elevation  825.  From  the  abandoned  Burlington  Northern  bridge  to 
a  point  650  feet  downstream,  approximately  at  Seventh  Street  NW,  no 
levee  currently  exists.  From  Seventh  Avenue  NW  to  10th  Avenue  NW, 
the  levee  is  located  on  the  riverward  side  of  the  houses  abutting 
the  west  side  of  First  Street  NW. 


o  Segment  S,  which  extends  from  Seventh  Avenue  NW  to  River  Road,  has 
a  top  width  of  6  to  12  feet,  a  IV  on  2.5H  to  IV  on  3H  landward 
slope,  a  IV  on  2.3H  to  IV  on  3H  riverward  slope,  and  a  heignt  of  4 
to  15  feet.  At  the  corner  of  11th  Street  NW  and  Second  Street  NW, 
the  landside  toe  of  the  levee  has  a  2-  to  3-foot  near-vertical  face 
to  provide  clearance  for  the  roadway.  Where  River  Road  NW  crosses 
the  levee  alignment,  the  minimum  road  surface  elevation  is  820. 
From  River  Road  NW  the  levee  extends  400  feet  east  and  then  1,100 
feet  north  to  where  it  abuts  high  ground. 

o  The  first  400  feet,  Segment  F,  has  a  height  of  6  to  10  feet,  a  top 
width  of  10  to  12  feet,  a  IV  on  3H  landward  slope,  and  a  IV  on  2.5H 
riverward  slope  with  a  12-  to  14-foot  wide  dirt  road  located  6  to  8 
feet  below  the  top  of  the  levee. 

o  The  remaining  1,100  feet,  Segment  G,  has  a  top  width  of  8  to  10 
feet,  a  IV  on  3H  landward  slope,  a  IV  on  2.25H  riverward  slope,  and 
a  height  of  10  to  15  feet.  A  12-foot  wide  dirt  road  crosses  the 
levee  in  the  northeast  corner  of  River  Heights  Park  at  elevation 
823. 

The  natural  ground  elevation  along  the  reach  2  levee  alignment  varies 
from  elevation  824  at  Seventh  Street  NW  to  elevation  820  at  Ninth 
Avenue  NW.  From  Ninth  Avenue  NW  to  the  northeast  corner  of  River 
Heights  Park,  the  ground  elevation  varies  from  820  to  8 1 8.  The  ground 
elevation  at  the  northeast  corner  of  River  Heignts  Park  rises  rapidly 
from  elevation  320  to  826. 

GEOTECHNICAL  EVALUATION  OF  EXISTING  BARRIER 

The  following  geotechnical  evaluation  was  accomplished  primarily  for 
economic  analysis.  It  should  not  be  considered  a  comprehensive 
geotechnical  engineering  evaluation  of  the  existing  barrier  for 
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assessing  the  reliability  of  the  barrier  for  future  floods.  The  basic 
objective  of  the  evaluation  is  to  establish  the  lowest  probable  damage 
stage  for  the  existing  flood  barrier.  The  probable  damage  stage  is 
defined  as  the  lowest  river  stage  (flood  elevation)  at  which  interior 
flood  damages  are  likely  to  occur  if  there  is  no  significant  human 
intervention.  The  evaluation  is  based  primarily  on  past  experience 
with  emergency  levees  as  well  as  on  several  questionable  assumptions. 
This  results  in  an  increase  (to  an  unknown  extent)  in  the  level  of  risk 
associated  with  the  existing  barrier  when  compared  to  the  level  or  risk 
associated  with  a  flood  barrier  designed  and  constructed  to  current 
Corps  of  Engineers  criteria. 

The  geotecnnical  evaluation  of  the  existing  flood  barrier  at  East  Grand 
Forks  was  based  on  the  assumptions  listed  below. 

a.  The  barrier  is  not  being  certified  as  providing  any  assured 
level  of  permanent  protection. 

b.  The  evaluation  is  for  the  existing  (as  is)  condition,  with 
reasonable  human  intervention  permitted  only  in  the  freeboard 
range . 

c.  The  existing  barrier  does  not  have  to  satisfy  any  factor  of 
safety  criteria. 

d.  Ownership,  maintenance,  and  operational  procedures  are  not 
important . 

e.  Experience  with  emergency  levees  constitutes  an  adequate  basis 
for  judging  the  probable  performance  of  the  existing  barrier. 
Detailed  subsurface  investigation  and  soil  design  analyses  are, 
therefore,  not  required. 
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f.  Existing  provisions  for  interior  drainage  are  not  important  and 
do  not  need  to  be  evaluated. 

g.  Since  impervious  fill  was  used  to  construct  the  existing  flood 
barrier,  a  levee  section  having  an  8-foot  top  width  and  IV  on 
2-1/2H  side  slopes  can  be  considered  an  adequate  levee  cross 
section,  and  it  can  be  used  as  the  template  for  evaluating  the 
existing  flood  barrier. 

h.  The  placement  of  sandbags  and/or  earth  fill  within  the  free¬ 
board  range  at  road  closures  represents  a  reasonable  level  of 
human  intervention. 

Data  used  to  evaluate  the  existing  barrier  include  topographic  maps 
from  air  photos  taken  in  1979,  13  borings  taken  for  the  feasibility 
report,  a  field  inspection  of  the  East  Grand  Forks  levee  system,  and 
selected  levee  cross  sections  obtained  during  the  field  inspection  (see 
figures  2  through  6). 

A  well-maintained  grass  cover  exists  on  the  levee,  except  for  about  70 
feet  of  levee  beneath  the  Highway  2  bridge,  and  provides  an  acceptable 
level  of  erosion  protection.  The  levee  is  constructed  of  fat  (CH) 
clays  with  minor  amounts  of  silt  and  is  not  readily  erodible.  Tne 
foundation  soils  beneath  the  levee  consist  of  tne  lacustrine  deposits 
of  historic  glacial  Lake  Agassiz.  These  deposits  generally  consist  of 
an  upper  unit  of  laminated  clay  and  silt  and  a  lower  unit  of  moderately 
overconsolidated,  highly  plastic,  dark  gray  clay  with  no  apparent 
bedding.  The  lower  unit  has  high  liquid  limits,  nigh  natural  water 
contents,  and  low  dry  densities,  and  it  tends  to  form  slickensided 
planes  of  failure. 

Experience  indicates  that  the  lower  lacustrine  unit  is  the  major 
contributor  to  the  riverbank  slope  stability  problems  that  exist 
throughout  the  Red  River  Valley.  The  scarps  of  riverbank  slides  are 


generally  located  in  the  secondary  riverbank  100  to  300  feet  or  more 
from  the  edge  of  the  river,  with  tne  toes  located  in  the  river  near  the 
opposite  riverbank.  The  slides  frequently  occur  without  any  readily 
apparent  change  in  loading  condition  and  generally  contain  a  massive 
amount  of  material.  Fortunately,  rapid  slides  involving  sudden,  large 
horizontal  and  vertical  displacements  occur  relatively  infrequently. 

Usually  the  slides  develop  slowly,  with  visible  cracks  developing  at 
the  scarp  prior  to  any  readily  apparent  vertical  or  horizontal 
displacements. 

Altnougn  ultimate  displacements  may  become  large,  the  displacements 
usually  occur  as  a  series  of  small  movements  spread  over  a  relatively 
long  period  of  time.  Two  such  slow  moving  slides,  encompassing  the 
existing  levee,  were  noted  during  the  field  inspection.  One  slide 
includes  essentially  all  of  levee  Segment  D  and  the  other  involves  the 
upstream  end  of  levee  Segment  A. 

Slope  movements  have  also  occurred  (or  are  occurring)  in  the  area 
between  Segments  D  and  E  where  no  levee  currently  exists.  During 
floods,  levee  fill  is  placed  in  tnat  area  only  on  an  as-needed  basis, 
and  it  is  removed  as  soon  as  possible  in  order  to  reduce  slope 
movements . 

For  the  following  evaluation,  it  was  assumed  that  no  new  slope  failures 
encompassing  the  existing  barrier  will  develop.  This  is  a  very 
questionable  assumption  because  of  the  borderline  stability  of  tne 
existing  riverbanks  in  the  area. 

The  levee  and  its  foundation  are  penetrated  by  many  pipes.  All  appear 
to  be  gated,  in  some  form,  except  for  3-  to  6-inch  diameter  pipes 
located  at  the  riverside  toe  of  the  levee  at  Nintn  Avenue  NVJ. 
Evaluation  of  the  existing  levee  cross  section  was  by  the  template 
method.  For  this,  a  template,  described  in  assumption  g.,  is  fit 
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within  the  levee  section.  The  maximum  top  of  template  elevation, 
corresponding  to  the  maximum  permissible  top  of  freeboard  and  probable 
flood  damage  stage,  is  determined  without  the  template  protruding 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  existing  levee  fill. 

The  following  table  summarizes  the  probable  flood  damage  stage  and  the 
maximum  permissible  top  of  freeboard  elevation  at  potentially  critical 
locations  along  the  existing  flood  barrier.  It  is  reasonable  to  assume 
that  sandbags  or  earth  fill  would  be  placed  in  the  freeboard  range  for 
the  road  closures  listed. 


Comparison  of  Probable  Damage  Stage  and  Top  of 
Freeboard  Elevation  at  Selected  Locations 


Location 

Probable  Flood 
Damage  Stage 

Maximum  Permissible  Top 
of  Freeboard  Elevation 

Reach  1 

Segments  A  and  B 

Levee  from  Second  Avenue 
NE  to  Hill  Street  NW 

828 

828 

Road  closure  at  Hill 
Street  NW 

824.5 

828 

Reach  2 

Segment  C 

Road  closure  200  feet 
north  of  Burlington 
Northern  Railroad  embank¬ 
ment 

824.0 

828 

Segment  D 

Levee  100  feet  upstream 
of  Demers  Avenue 

824 

824 

From  the  abandoned 
Burlington  Northern 
bridge  to  Seventh  Avenue 
NW 

823 

823 

Segment  E 

Levee  from  Seventh  Avenue 
NW  to  River  Road  NW 

824 

824 

Road  closure  at 

River  Road  NW 

820 

826 

Segment  G 

Road  closure  at  levee 
from  River  Road  NW  to  the 
northeast  corner  of  River 
Heights  Park 

823 

825 

Because  of  the  assumptions  made  for  the  evaluation,  especially  the 
assumption  that  no  new  riverbank  slope  failures  will  develop,  reliance 
on  the  existing  barrier  to  the  elevation  given  in  the  preceding  table 
involves  significantly  greater  risk  than  would  be  associated  witn  a 
flood  barrier  designed  and  constructed  to  current  Corps  of  Engineers 
criteria.  Assuming  reasonable  maintenance,  no  new  riverbank  slope 
stability  failures,  and  no  overtopping,  the  probable  life  of  the 
existing  barrier  should  be  equal  to  the  life  of  the  proposed  project. 
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FIGURE  5 
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HYDROLOGY  AND  HYDRAULIC  EVALUATION  OF  EXISTING  BARRIER 
GENERAL  DESCRIPTION  OF  DRAINAGE  AREA 

East  Grand  Forks  is  located  in  the  bed  of  the  former  glacial  Lake 
Agassiz.  As  the  glacier  receded,  the  lake  drained  and  the  Red  River  of 
the  North  was  formed.  The  Red  River  flows  generally  northward  forming 
a  meandering  border  between  North  Dakota  and  Minnesota. 

The  Red  River  Valley  has  an  exceptionally  mild  slope.  The  south-north 
axis  of  the  bed  of  glacial  Lake  Agassiz  has  a  gradient  of  about  1-1/2 
feet  per  mile.  As  a  result  of  meandering,  the  river  at  East  Grand 
Forks  has  a  channel  gradient  of  about  one-half  foot  per  mile. 

FLOODS  AND  FLOOD  CHARACTERISTICS 

In  the  Red  River  basin,  frequent  flooding  of  the  tributaries  and  the 
main  stem  affects  much  of  the  Red  River  Valley  floor,  the  bed  of  the 
historic  glacial  Lake  Agassiz.  Two  types  of  flooding  occur.  The  usual 
type  is  associated  with  streambank  overflow.  Another  type  is  caused  by 
overland  runoff  from  snowmelt  and/or  heavy  rainfall  entrapped  by 
plugged  culverts  and  ditches  within  sections  of  land  bounded  by  raised 
roadways.  The  water  accumulates,  overflows  the  roadways  when  it  has 
reached  sufficient  depth,  and  inundates  sections  of  land  as  it  moves 
overland  until  reaching  stream  channels.  The  larger  floods  which  have 
caused  most  of  the  urban  damages  in  the  Red  River  basin  have,  in 
general,  resulted  from  streambank  overflow  primarily  dur^.ig  spring 
snowmelt. 

Major  floods  occurred  at  East  Grand  Forks  in  1824,  1825,  1826,  1848, 
1851,  1852,  1853,  1882,  1 897,  1950,  1965,  1966,  1969,  1978,  and  1979. 
These  floods  occurred  during  the  spring  principally  from  snowmelt  with 
some  contribution  from  rainfall  and  backwater  effects  from  the  adjacent 
rivers.  The  flood  levels  at  East  Grand  Forks  were  at  high  levels  for 
several  weeks  during  these  major  events.  The  summer  of  1975 
experienced  a  flood  stage  of  43.1  feet  at  the  USGS  gage  site  caused  by 
runoff  from  heavy  rainfalls. 

CLIMATOLOGY 

The  climate  at  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  is  characterized  by  wide 
variations  in  temperature  with  moderate  precipitation.  The  average 
annual  temperatures  for  various  locations  within  the  basin  are  shown  in 
Table  B.  The  average  length  of  the  growing  season  is  about  126  days. 

Average  annual  precipitation  at  East  Grand  Forks  is  approximately  20 
inches.  Most  of  this  precipitation  occurs  during  the  frost-free  part 
of  the  year,  from  May  through  August.  Spring  snowmelt,  especially  when 
accompanied  by  rainfall,  causes  serious  flooding  problems  within  the 
basin. 
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Table  B 


Mean  Annual  and  Extreme  Temperatures  for  Red  River 
of  the  North  Basin  above  East  Grand  Forks 


Years 

of>  ( 1 ) 
Record'  ' 

Mean 

Temperature 

( °F) 

Station 

Annual 

Maximum 

Minimum 

Fargo,  N.D. 

98 

40.7 

114 

-48 

Crookston,  N.D. 

90 

39.9 

106 

-51 

Ada,  MN 

88 

39.7 

111 

-53 

Hillsboro,  N.D. 

74 

40.8 

115 

-40 

Wahpeton,  N.D. 

(1)  Through  1980. 

87 

42.8 

109 

-44 

FLOOD  STAGE-FREQUENCY  RELATIONSHIP 

The  water  surface  profiles  for  the  Red  River  of  the  North  at  Grand 
Forks-East  Grand  Forks  have  a  greater  slope  when  compared  to  upstream 
and  downstream  reaches.  The  Red  Lake  River  water  surface  profiles  are 
of  a  much  milder  slope,  being  affected  greatly  by  backwater  effects 
from  the  Red  River  of  the  North.  The  flood  stage-frequency  data  for 
East  Grand  Forks  is  listed  in  Table  C.  The  derivation  of  this 
relationship  is  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  the  Hydraulics  and 
Hydrology  Appendices. 


Table  C 

Flood  Stage-Frequency  Relationship  at  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota 


At  the  USGS  gage  site  at  River  Mile  295-7 


Recurrence 

Flood 

Elevation 

Interval 

Stage 

in  Feet 

in  Years 

in  Feet 

(NGVD  1929) 

500 

56.9 

835.2 

200 

53.9 

832.4 

100 

51.7 

830.0 

50 

49.0 

827.3 

25 

46.8 

825.1 

20 

46.5 

824.8 

10 

43.7 

822.0 

5 

38.9 

817.2 

M-17 


I 


L 

r 

» 

i 


RELIABILITY  OF  FLOOD  FORECASTS 

The  advance  notice  and  reliability  of  flood  forecasts  depends  on  the 
sources  of  the  flood  threat  and  the  timing  of  the  peak  flows  for  the 
Red  Lake  River  and  the  Red  River  of  the  North.  At  higher  discharges, 
the  Red  River  tends  to  dominate  flow  conditions  at  East  Grand  Forks. 
The  advance  notice  for  high  water  due  to  conditions  upstream  on  the  Red 
River  would  likely  be  on  the  order  of  a  week  or  more.  Flood  threats 
from  overland  runoff  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  Grand  Forks-East 
Grand  Forks  are  more  likely  to  be  on  the  order  of  1  to  3  days.  The 
reliability  of  the  flood  forecasts  for  East  Grand  Forks  has  been  and 
will  most  likely  continue  to  be  extremely  good.  The  city  of  East  Grand 
Forks  can  be  expected  to  take  emergency  actions  once  the  forecast  is 
for  river  levels  above  flood  stage. 

FREEBOARD  REQUIREMENTS 

It  has  been  general  practice  in  the  design  of  levees  to  provide  free¬ 
board  allowance  above  the  design  water  surface  profiles.  These  free¬ 
board  allowances  have  not  been  standardized,  but  the  minimum  values 
most  commonly  adopted  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  have  been  2  feet  for 
agricultural  levees  and  3  feet  for  urban  flood  protection  structures. 
As  discussed  in  EM  1110-2-1601  and  Civil  Works  Bulletin  54-14,  free¬ 
board  allowance  should  not  be  an  arbitrary  number  added  on  to  levee 
design  height.  Freeboard  allowance  should  be  considered  for  each 
separate  project  based  on  the  following  factors: 

a.  the  reliability  of  the  gage  data  and  the  hydraulic  analysis; 

b.  potential  wind  and  wave  set  ups; 

c.  channel  restriction  and  expansions; 

d.  channel  velocities; 

e.  flood  frequency  stage  variations  in  the  water  surface  profile; 

and, 

f.  risk  of  loss  of  life  and  catastrophic  damage  should  the  levees 

fail. 

Based  on  the  long  flood  duration,  potential  significant  blockages  of 
the  bridges,  uncertainties  of  Red  River  and  Red  Lake  River  peak  flow 
timing  and  wave  action  from  wind,  and  the  high  degree  of  urbanization, 
a  3-foot  levee  freeboard  criteria  was  selected. 


: 
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ELEVATION-DISCHARGE  RELATIONSHTPS 


Elevation-discharge  relationships  for  each  of  the  reaches  shown  on 
figure  1  is  presented  on  figure  2.  The  area  between  reaches  D  and  E 
has  been  designated  reach  X  for  hydraulic  analysis  purposes.  The 
relationships  shown  in  figure  2  are  based  on  a  condition  where  the 
existing  levees  were  considered  effective.  This  condition  produces  a 
method  to  view  each  separate  reach  at  the  weak  link  in  the  system.  A 
summary  of  elevation-discharge-frequency  relationships  is  presented  in 
table  D. 

BISK  AND  HAZARD  OF  A  POTENTIAL  LEVEE  FAILURE 

The  risk  and  hazard  associated  with  the  potential  levee  failure  at  East 
Grand  Forks  varies  from  one  reach  to  another  as  shown  on  table  D. 
There  would  be  primarily  property  damage  with  potential  for  loss  of 
life  or  catastrophic  damages  depending  on  the  reach.  A  summary  of  risk 
and  hazard  information,  top  of  permissible  levee  elevation  (based  on 
geotechnical  analysis),  and  water  surface  elevation  for  3  feet  of 
freeboard  are  shown  in  table  D. 

CUMULATIVE  PROBABILITY  OF  LEVEE  OVERTOPPING 

A  study  of  cumulative  probability  for  levee  overtoppping  was  conducted 
in  accordance  with  procedures  presented  in  Appendix  10  "RISK"  of  the 
Water  Resources  Council  Bulletin  17B  dated  September  1981.  This 
appendix  describes  the  recommended  procedures  for  estimating  the  risk 
incurred  when  a  location  is  occupied  for  a  period  of  years.  As  used  in 
this  guide,  risk  is  defined  as  the  probability  that  one  or  more  events 
will  exceed  a  given  flood  magnitude  within  a  specified  period  of  years. 
The  results  of  the  cummulative  probability  for  levee  overtopping  are 
listed  in  table  E. 

INDIVIDUAL  REACH  SUMMARIES 

The  summaries  for  each  of  the  reaches  designated  for  the  existing  levee 
analysis  are  discussed  separately  for  existing  and  future  hydrologic 
and  hydraulic  conditions. 

Reach  A 


Based  on  the  maximum  permissible  top  of  freeboard  elevation  of  828 
recommended  in  the  geotechnical  evaluation,  the  highest  level  of  credit 
for  the  existing  barrier  should  be  elevation  825.  This  is  the 
considered  point  of  incipient  flow  into  the  area  landward  of  the  Reach 
A  existing  barrier  system.  As  shown  in  table  D,  the  considered  point 
of  incipient  flow  has  a  recurrence  interval  of  12  years. 
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Reach  B 


Based  on  the  maximum  permissible  top  of  freeboard  elevation  of  828 
recommended  in  the  geotechnical  evaluation,  the  highest  level  of  credit 
for  the  existing  barrier  should  be  elevation  825.  This  is  the 
considered  point  of  incipient  flow  into  the  area  landward  of  the  Reach 
B  existing  barrier  system.  As  shown  in  table  D,  the  considered  point 
of  incipient  flow  has  a  recurrence  interval  of  12  years. 


Reach  C 

Based  on  the  maximum  permissible  top  of  freeboard  elevation  of  828 
recommended  in  the  geotechnical  evaluation,  the  highest  level  of  credit 
for  the  existing  barrier  should  be  elevation  825.  This  is  the 
considered  point  of  incipient  flow  into  the  area  landward  of  the  Reach 
C  existing  barrier  system.  As  shown  in  table  D,  the  considered  point 
of  incipient  flow  has  a  recurrence  interval  of  14  years. 

Reach  D 


Based  on  the  maximum  permissible  top  of  freeboard  elevation  of  824 
recommended  in  the  geotechnical  evaluation,  the  highest  level  of  credit 
for  this  reach  should  be  the  existing  controlling  ground  elevation  of 
824.  Failure  of  the  existing  levee  in  this  reach  would  reduce  the 
level  of  protection  to  an  event  with  a  recurrence  interval  of 
approximately  14  years. 

Reach  X 


There  is  no  existing  barrier  in  this  reach.  Without  human 
intervention,  the  point  of  incipient  flow  into  this  area  occurs  at  an 
elevation  of  823,  which  has  a  recurrence  interval  of  10  years.  Once 
the  water  surface  approaches  an  elevation  a  few  feet  or  so  below  the 
typical  ground  elevation,  human  intervention  is  highly  probable.  As  in 
previous  flood  emergencies,  construction  of  an  emergency  levee  in  this 
reach  is  almost  a  certainty.  This  reach  is  a  bank  unloading  area. 
Failure  of  any  future  emergency  levee  in  this  reach  would  reduce  the 
level  of  protection  to  the  controlling  ground  elevation  in  the  reach. 

REACH  E 

Based  on  the  maximum  permissible  top  of  freeboard  elevation  of  824 
recommended  in  the  geotechnical  evaluation,  the  highest  level  of  credit 
for  the  existing  barrier  should  be  elevation  821.  This  is  the 
considered  point  of  incipient  flow  into  the  area  landward  of  the  Reach 
E  existing  barrier  system.  As  shown  in  table  D,  the  considered  point 
of  incipient  flow  has  a  recurrence  interval  of  7  years.  The  reach 
affords  the  least  amount  of  protection  for  the  conditions  stated. 
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REACH  F 


Based  on  the  maximum  permissible  top  of  freeboard  elevation  of  826 
recommended  in  the  geotechnical  evaluation,  the  highest  level  of  credit 
for  the  existing  barrier  should  be  elevation  823.  This  is  the 
considered  point  of  incipient  flow  into  the  area  landward  of  the  Reach 
F  existing  barrier  system.  As  shown  in  table  D,  the  considered  point 
of  incipient  flow  has  a  recurrence  interval  of  11  years. 

REACH  G 


Based  on  the  maximum  permissible  top  of  freeboard  elevation  of  825 
recommended  in  the  geotechnical  evaluation,  the  highest  level  of  credit 
for  the  existing  barrier  should  be  elevation  822.  This  is  the 
considered  point  of  incipient  flow  into  the  area  landward  of  the  Reach 
G  existing  barrier  system.  As  shown  in  table  D,  the  considered  point 
of  incipient  flow  has  a  recurrence  interval  of  9  years. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The  existing  levees  at  East  Grand  Forks  are  in  physically  separate 
reaches.  However,  as  in  recent  past  floods,  human  intervention  is  a 
certainty  and  the  use  of  sandbag  closures  at  roadways  and  the 
construction  of  additional  emergency  levees  would  make  the  levees 
perform  as  one  system. 

On  the  basis  of  the  top  of  freeboard  elevations  recommended  in  the 
geotechnical  evaluation  and  allowing  for  the  recommend  3  feet  of 
freeboard,  the  highest  level  of  credit  for  the  existing  barrier  system 
should  be  at  an  elevation  of  821  in  Reach  E.  As  shown  in  table  D,  the 
corresponding  recurrence  interval  is  7  years.  Based  on  table  E,  there 
is  a  5 4  percent  cumulative  probability  that  a  flood  event  having  a 
recurrence  interval  of  7  years  will  occur  in  a  5-year  time  interval  and 
a  77  percent  cumulative  probability  that  a  flood  event  having  a 
recurrence  interval  of  14  years  will  occur  in  a  20-year  time  interval. 


Table  D 

Summary  of  Elevation-Discharge  Frequency  Relationships 


Item  _ Levee  Reach  Designation 


Number 

Item 

A 

B 

C 

D 

X 

E 

F 

G 

1 

HEC2  Cross  Section  Numer 

7950 

42 

44 

7922 

47 

53 

55 

56 

2 

Top  of  Existing  Levee 
Elevation  in  Feet 

830 

830 

828 

826 

N/A 

828 

827 

826 

3 

Maximum  Permissible  Top 
of  Levee  Elevation  in  Feet 

828 

828 

828 

824 

823 

824 

826 

825 

4 

Maximum  Permissible  Water 
Surface  Elevation  in  Feet 

825 

825 

825 

824 

823 

j21 

823 

822 

5 

Discharge  in  cfs  at  Maximum 
Permissible  Water  Surface 
Elevation 

51300 

51800 

53300 

52500 

45000 

39000 

47500 

43500 

6 

Flood  Frequency  in  Percent 
for  Discharge  in  Item  5 

8 

8 

7 

7 

10 

14 

9 

7 

Typical  Landward  Ground 
Elevation  in  feet 

821 

820 

821 

824 

823 

816 

821 

820 

8 

Head  of  Water  on  Levee  for 
Water  Surface  at  Top  of 
Existing  Levee 

9 

10 

7 

2 

0 

12 

6 

6 

9 

Risk  and  Hazard  with  Water 
Surface  at  Top  of  Existing 
Levee 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

High 

High 

High 

10 

Head  of  Water  on  Levee  for 
Water  Surface  at  Maximum 
Permissible  Water  Surface 
Elevation 

4 

5 

4 

0 

0 

5 

2 

2 

1 1 

Risk  and  Hazard  with  Water 

Surface  at  Maximum  Permissible 
Water  Surface  Elevation  High 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

High 

Low 

Low 

(1)  Recurrence  interval  is  a  function  of  flood  frequency,  expressed  as  follows 

_ 1_ 

RI  =  freq;  where  the  frequency  is  expressed  as  a  decimal.  An  example  would 

1 

be  a  14  percent  frequency  which  is  equivalent  to  an  RI  =  .14  =  7  years. 


Table  E 


Cumulative  Probability  of  Levee  Overtopping  or  Failure 
For  Existing  Levees  at  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota 


Recurrence 

Interval  Risk  for  Given  Time  Interval  in  Percent 


(in  years) 

5 -year 

10-year 

20-year 

50-year 

100-year 

2 

97 

100 

100 

100 

100 

3 

85 

98 

100 

100 

100 

5 

67 

89 

99 

100 

100 

7 

54 

79 

95 

100 

100 

8 

49 

74 

93 

100 

100 

9 

45 

69 

91 

100 

100 

10 

40 

65 

88 

99 

100 

11 

38 

61 

85 

99 

100 

12 

35 

58 

82 

99 

100 

13 

33 

55 

80 

98 

100 

14 

31 

52 

77 

98 

100 

15 

29 

50 

75 

94 

100 

20 

22 

40 

64 

92 

99 

25 

18 

34 

56 

87 

98 

50 

10 

18 

33 

64 

87 

100 

5 

10 

18 

39 

63 
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PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT  PROGRAM 

Citizen  interest  in  water  and  land  resource  planning  and  the  desire  to 
take  part  in  the  planning  process  nave  made  public  involvement  an 
integral  part  of  the  Corps  planning  process.  This  increased  citizen 
interest  requires  that  the  citizens,  the  city,  and  the  Corps  be  willing 
to  communicate  with  each  other.  Once  effective  communication  is 
established,  common  goals  can  be  defined,  conflicts  resolved,  and 
agreement  reached  on  proposed  solutions  to  tne  problems. 

Tne  public  involvement  program  for  East  Grand  Forks  is  designed  to 
establish  this  communication  between  the  Corps  and  interested  publics 
during  tne  conduct  of  tne  study.  The  main  objective  of  the  public 
involvement  program  is  to  actively  involve  the  public  in  the  study  to 
ensure  response  to  tne  public  needs  and  preferences  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible. 

The  more  specific  objectives  of  tne  public  involvement  program  are  to: 

1.  Open  and  maintain  channels  of  communication  witn  the  public. 

2.  Build  public  confidence  and  trust  in  the  planning  process  and 
procedures  and  he  individuals  doing  the  study. 

3.  Solicit  the  public's  comments  on  and  views  ana  perceptions  of 
problems,  needs,  alternative  solutions  and  relate!  impacts, 
and  any  recommendation  for  Federal  action. 

4.  Give  full  consideration  to  puolic  needs  and  preferences  in  the 
planning  process. 
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5.  Provide  definite  channels  through  which  the  study  participants 
can  obtain  information  on  public  goals  and  priorities 
regarding  planning  alternatives. 

6.  Coordinate  the  study  witn  water  resource  and  related  land 
resource  planning  of  all  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies. 

7.  Encourage  public  understanding  of  Federal,  State,  regional, 
and  local  responsibilities,  authorities,  and  procedures  in 
conducting  the  study  and  implementing  any  recommendations. 

The  public  involvement  methods  used  in  carrying  out  tne  public 
involvement  program  are  discussed  in  the  following  paragraphs. 

MEETINGS  WITH  THE  PUBLIC 

The  public  involvement  activities  for  East  Grand  Forks  began  in 
November  1979  with  a  meeting  with  the  interim  Fio-.-u  Control  Committee 
appointed  by  tne  mayor  (see  appendix  A).  Additional  meetings  have  been 
and  will  be  held  with  this  committee;  city  staff;  other  local, 
regional,  and  State  agencies;  and  interested  publics  as  necessary 
during  the  study.  Persons  attending  these  meetings  have  discussed  the 
various  alternatives  under  consideration,  including  engineering, 
economic,  environmental  and  social  aspects,  and  community  views  on 
their  effectiveness  and  acceptability. 

In  addition  to  meetings  with  the  city  staff  and  the  flood  control 
committee  and  less  formal  meetings  with  neignbornood  groups,  two  pi  bile 
meetings  were  held  on  5  November  1980  and  11  October  1983-  One 
additional  meeting  will  be  neld  following  the  preparation  of  the  draft 
reevaluation  report  to  ensure  that  interested  parties  are  given  a 
chance  to  present  tneir  views  and  suggestions  in  a  public  forum.  Input 
from  tne  community  through  these  and  otner  meetings  will  be  critical  to 
tne  success  of  the  study. 


Public  Meeting  Photo 


FORMAL  STUDIES 

In  support  of  the  public  involvement  program,  the  following  studies 
were  useful:  the  social  assessment  and  analysis,  institutional 
analysis,  residential  and  commercial  surveys,  and  questionnaires 
received  from  workshops  and  meetings  to  monitor  the  effectiveness  of 
the  public  involvement  program.  The  value  of  using  the  information 
obtained  through  these  analyses  is  threefold:  (1)  it  helped  to 
identify  the  local  interest  groups  which  may  be  invited  to  participate 
in  the  planning  stages;  (2)  it  facilitated  obtaining  public  input  by 
more  accurately  measuring  the  frequency  and  diversity  of  public  opinion 
on  problems  and  needs;  and  (3)  it  more  precisely  measured  the 
effectiveness  and  accuracy  of  information  dissemination  to  affected 
agencies  and  the  public. 
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PUBLICATIONS 


A  major  element  of  the  public  involvement  program  is  the  dissemination 
of  information  to  the  public  concerning  the  study  and  its  results. 
This  information  has  been  disseminated  by  press  releases,  new3 
articles,  public  notices,  progress  reports,  working  papers,  reports, 
and  public  information  brochures  mailed  to  affected  areas.  In 
addition,  every  effort  has  been  made  to  provide  timely  written  or 
telephone  responses  to  affected  citizens,  groups,  and  interests. 
Appendix  B  contains  several  newspaper  articles,  public  notices,  and 
progress  reports  pertinent  to  this  study.  Further  written  responses 
are  contained  in  the  correspondence  section  (appendix  C). 

DISPLAY 

A  display  was  prepared  and  exhibited  in  city  hall,  as  well  as  in  other 
meeting  places,  to  assist  the  city  in  visually  explaining  the  flood 
problem  and  to  serve  as  a  reminder  and  focus  for  discussion  of  flood 
problems  (see  photo  below).  The  display  contained  the  following: 
pictures  of  recent  floods  which  identified  the  flood  outline;  pictures 
of  significant  historical  floods,  including  a  graph  documenting  all 
past  floods  of  record  and  a  table  documenting  information  on  the  10 
highest  floods  of  record;  a  table  displaying  the  future  risk  (in 
percent  chance)  of  a  selection  of  flood  events;  brochures  for  take-home 
use  of  the  current  city  flood  emergency  plan  of  action;  and  a  copy  of 
the  most  recent  documents  prepared  as  part  of  the  study  for  review  at 
city  hall. 
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Public  involvement  methods  have  been  modified  during  the  study  to  meet 
the  specific  needs  of  the  public  and  to  better  fulfill  the  public 
involvement  objectives  described  above.  The  design  of  the  public 
involvement  program  is  intended  to  be  dynamic  so  that  it  can  be 
adjusted  to  meet  unanticipated  changes  in  the  situation  of  the  affected 
public.  As  an  example,  an  unanticipated  problem  occurred  in  October 
1983  when  the  city  and  the  Corps  determined  they  were  unable  to 
reasonably  define  the  "future”  of  the  city.  Without  this  future,  the 
Corps  was  unable  to  compare  with-flood  plans  to  without-flood  plans  to 
identify  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  each.  A  series  of 
"futures"  meetings  was  scheduled  by  the  city  to  develop  a  picture  of 
what  East  Grand  Forks  should  look  like  in  the  next  20  years.  The  Corps 
involvement  was  discouraged  to  facilitate  local  citizen  formulation  of 
the  future.  The  Corps  provided  a  professional  non-Corps  facilitator  to 
assist  the  city.  The  city  arranged  to  have  approximately  50  key 
citizens  from  varied  professional  backgrounds  identify  the  future.  The 
summary  of  the  futures  meeting  is  contained  in  the  social  supporting 
documentation. 

EVALUATION 

The  specific  objectives  of  the  public  involvement  program  have  been  met 
with  varying  degrees  of  success.  Interagency  coordination  (#6)  has 
been  effectively  conducted,  with  excellent  cooperation  from  other 
agencies.  Channels  for  public  communication  (#1  and  it 5)  have  been 
established,  with  progress  reports,  comment  forms,  meetings  and 
workshops,  and  local  contact  persons;  these  channels  have  been  heavily 
used  by  some  of  the  public  and  doubtlessly  underused  by  others.  The 
public's  views  have  been  solicited  (#3)  and  incorporated  into  the 
planning  process  (#4),  where  technical  constraints  permitted.  The 
objectives  mo3t  difficult  to  achieve,  or  to  evaluate,  have  been 
building  trust  (#2)  and  encouraging  understanding  (# 7)  of  the  planning 
process.  As  the  adverse  impacts  of  the  project  become  understood, 
individuals  who  feel  their  interests  may  be  harmed  will  understandably 


feel  aggrieved  by  these  results.  That  will  often  be  translated  into  a 
sense  of  confusion  about  policies  ("why  does  the  project  have  to 
provide  that  level  of  protection?"),  distrust  of  technical  information 
("the  levee  could  be  built  closer  to  the  river  without  failing"),  or 
distrust  of  the  planning  process  itself  ("we  can  do  it  better 
ourselves").  There  is  no  certain  way  to  encourage  people  to  agree  with 
policy  or  technical  information  which  may  harm  their  personal 
interests.  However,  candid  and  early  disclosure  of  such  impacts  has 
been  emphasized  by  the  public  involvement  program,  in  an  effort  to 
generate  confidence  in  the  integrity  of  the  Federal/city  study. 
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General  Public  Comments: 


o  The  water  we  receive  here  is  everyoody's  in  the  basin  above  us. 


o  Channelizing  Grand  Marais  Creek  would  destroy  the  wildlife 
habitat . 

o  You  can  only  pile  dirt  so  high  because  the  ground  seems  to  swallow 
it  up.  I  would  like  to  see  water  storage  for  flood  control. 


o  Drainage  of  wetlands  and  interbasin  transfer  of  water  have  led  to 
increased  flooding. 

o  By  resolution,  the  residents  along  Grand  Marais  Creek  are  against 
using  the  creek  as  a  diversion. 


o  Dredging  the  Red  River  of  the  North  would  solve  the  problem. 


Questionnaire : 


The  majority  of  those  attending  the  meeting  were  from  the  Grand  Marais 
Creek  area,  and  their  concerns  and  suggestions  reflect  this  fact.  The 
suggestion  that  water  be  held  back  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the  rivers 
flowing  into  the  Red  River  was  repeated  by  those  people  filling  out  the 
questionnaire.  The  methods  suggested  were:  holding  the  water  on 
farmland;  developing  dams  and  impoundments;  and  controlling  ditching, 
land  clearing,  and  wetland  drainage. 


N-A-1 


-=r 


In  summary,  it  appears  that  a  Grand  Marais  diversion  alternative  is 
socially  unacceptable  at  this  time,  even  if  it  proves  to  be  feasible 
from  an  engineering  perspective.  This  opinion  may  be  altered,  however, 
if  it  can  be  shown  that  those  living  along  the  Marais  would  not  be 
greatly  affected. 

18  November  1980 


o  The  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources  was  requested  to 
participate  in  the  study  to  develop  a  flood  hazard  mitigation 
plan. 

o  Open  meeting  format  was  adopted  for  all  future  meetings. 

13  January  1981 

o  Red  Lake  Watershed  District  -  Mr.  Oliver  Dahle  presented  its  role 
in  assisting  East  Grand  Forks  in  flood  damage  reduction. 

o  Plans  of  the  watershed  district  to  provide  upstream  storage  were 
discussed. 

25  February  1981 

o  Identification  and  discussion  of  existing  flood  damage  reduction 
measures  and  their  advantages  and  disadvantages. 

23  March  198 1 

o  Completion  of  discussion  of  advantages  and  disadvantage?  of 
existing  flood  damage  reduction  measures. 
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21  April  1981 

o  Discussion  of  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  other  structural 
and  nonstructural  flood  damage  reduction  measures. 

8  June  1981 


o  Completion  of  discussion  of  advantages  and  disadvantages  of 
structural  and  nonstructural  flood  damage  reduction  measures. 

o  Members  were  requested  to  identify  a  city  levee  alignment  based  on 
their  knowledge  of  the  area. 

25  January  1982 

o  Previous  studies  show  that  upstream  dams  and  reservoirs  are  not 
economically  feasible. 

o  Analysis  of  Grand  Marais  Coulee  diversion  measure  snowed  no 
economic  feasibility.  Conclusion:  No  diversion  measure  was 
feasible  for  East  Grand  Forks.  No  further  study  was  recommended. 

o  Economic  evaluation  of  channel  modification  measures.  No  further 
study  recommended. 

o  Concluded  that  levees  were  the  only  feasible  structural  measure 
available  for  flood  damage  reduction. 

5  March  1982 


0  Presentation  of  the  final  slide-talk  show  as  part  of  the  flood 
emergency  plan  of  action. 
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o  Preliminary  economic  results  indicated  tnat  levees  were  feasible 
at  the  authorized  and  current  interest  rates. 

30  March  1982 


o  Public  meeting  to  review  initial  conceptual  levee  alignment. 

o  Concerns  expressed: 

-  Participants  identified  new  areas  of  known  foundation 
instability . 

-  Current  levees  lie  on  top  of  the  current  levee  alignment. 
Several  participants  were  concerned  about  the  appearance  of  the 
levee;  that  is,  the  Point  will  look  like  a  crater  or  ring 
levee. 

-  How  much  did  the  emergency  flood  fignt  cost? 

-  Who  will  pay  (local)  for  the  project? 

-  What  is  the  impact  of  levees  upstream  and  downstream  of  the 
area? 

-  What  is  the  effect  of  levees  on  Heartville  Creek? 

-  Access  over/under  Great  Northern  Bridge. 

o  Questionnaire  was  handed  out. 

9  July  1982 

o  Meeting  with  city  to  discuss  recreation  supply,  needs,  and 

opportunities. 

30  July  1982 

o  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  provided  data  collected  by  its  staff  on 

utilities,  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  structures,  foundati  ^n 

and  embankments,  and  future  developments. 
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Fall  1982 


o  Flood  protection  opinion  survey  conducted  (see  Social  Supporting 
Documentation  -  appendix  B). 

6  October  1982 


o  One  on  one  meeting  with  city  officials  to  discuss  area  foundation 
problems  based  on  more  detailed  analysis  of  soil  boring  data. 
City  staff  informed  that  alignment  1  was  not  engineer ingly 
feasible.  Alignment  2  was  feasible  based  on  the  need  for  more 
data. 

o  City  officials'  concerns  were: 

-  Alignment  2  would  not  be  economically  feasible/ must  be  set 
back. 

-  400  structures  not  protected. 

Costly  impact  on  city  utilities. 

-  Feasibility  of  relocation  in  areas  not  protected. 

-  Availability  of  assistance  to  the  acquisition  areas. 

-  Disposition  of  emergency  levee. 

-  Feasibility  of  raising  water  supply  reservoirs  to  stabilize 
foundation  problems. 

19  October  1982 


o  Suggestion  of  alignment  corridor. 

o  Final  alignment  will  lie  somewhere  in  corridor. 

« 

o  Alignment  changes/ foundation  problem  still  preliminary. 
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o  Concerns: 


k 

i 

i 


When  is  the  best  time  to  inform  citizens?  -  When  ail  data  are 
available  in  a  report. 

What  will  the  city  do  witn  floodplain  lands?  -  Floodplain  use. 
Maintenance  of  the  traffic  patterns. 

Keeping  alignment  on  high  ground  paralleling  existing  roadways. 
City  of  East  Grand  Forks  provides  an  alternative  city  alignment 
— Alignment  3  witn  modification. 

-  Feasibility  of  eliminating  all  structures  on  river  side  of 
system  rather  than  floodproofing  them. 

-  Feasibility  of  floodproofing  commercial  structures  outside  the 
levees. 

-  Gradient  difference  of  6  feet  on  standard  project  flood  through 
town. 

-  City  would  like  flood  protection  for  the  water  treatment  plant 
and  access  road. 

22  December  1982 


o  Installation  of  display  at  city  hall  depicting  flood  area  problem, 
o  Review  of  recreation  plan  for  East  Grand  Forks. 

March  1983 


o  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  given  proposed  level  one  alignments  for  review  and 
assessment  of  impacts  on  natural  resources 

April  1983 

o  Tour  of  project  area  with  U.S.  Fisn  and  Wildlife  Service 
representative. 
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18  May  1983 


o  Review  of  flood  protection  opinion  survey  -  residential  areas. 

5-8  July  1983 

o  Business  survey  of  affected  area  (Social  Supporting  Documentation 
-  appendix  C) . 

18-19  July  1983 

o  Interagency  coordination  meeting  and  briefing  on  opinion  survey 
and  affected  business  survey. 

2  August  1983 


o  Review  of  flood  protection  opinion  survey  -  commerciai/industriai 
areas. 

o  Meeting  with  key  assistance  organisations  to  identify  and  discuss 
areas  of  assistance  that  may  be  needed  to  implement  measures  ar.d 
plans . 

August  1983 


o  Distribution  of  working  papers  to  locals  and  signer 

9  September  1983 


o  Meeting  witn  city  officials  to  develop  a  ; 
strategy  for  informing  residents  on  s*  .  i y  st  •. 


22  September  1983 


o  Meeting  witn  city  officials  to  review  comments  on  August  1983 
working  papers. 

o  Concerns  were: 

-  Federal  and  non-Federal  cost  of  measures  and  plans  and  the 
city's  ability  to  provide  the  local  snare. 

-  Can  tne  city's  costs  for  actions  taken  now  be  applied  to  the 
final  cost  sharing  formula  for  the  recommended  project? 

October  1983 


o  Progress  report  discussing  who  is  involved  in  the  study,  tne  flood 
problem,  possible  solutions,  issues  and  concerns,  what  citizens 
nave  said,  and  upcoming  events. 

6  October  1983 


o  Training  of  aldermen  and  designated  assistant  or  facilitator  and 
recorder  for  upcoming  workshop. 

o  Assignment  of  rules  and  development  of  an  agenda  for  the  workshop. 

11  October  1983 


o  Public  workshop  to:  inform  residents  of  the  study  status;  scope 
and  identify  significant  issues,  desires,  and  needs;  obtain 
comments,  views,  and  suggestions;  and  provide  focus  toward 
selection  of  a  "best  plan". 
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17  October  1983 


o  City  Futures  Meeting  1:  facilitated  by  a  representative  of 
Synergy.  About  50  key  citizens  participated  in  developing  a 
picture  of  "wnat  East  Grand  Forks  should  be  in  20  years." 

14  November  1983 


o  City  Futures  Meeting  2:  facilitated  by  a  representative  of 
Synergy;  15  key  citizens  prioritized  goals  and  developed  detailed 
problems  and  opportunities  around  those  goals. 

21  November  1983 


o  City  Futures  Meeting  3:  objectives  and  strategies  were  developed 
to  accomplish  the  city's  goals  by  about  12  key  members  of  the 
community.  The  next  step  in  pursuing  tne  goals  was  discussed  and 
committed  to. 

December  1983 

o  Progress  report  which  summarized  workshop,  questions  and  concerns, 
and  defined  city's  future  based  on  futures  meetings. 

7-9  December  1983 


o  Display  of  East  Grand  Forks  flood  problems  at  International  Water 
Summit  Conference  in  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota. 

12  December  1983 


0  City  Futures  Draft  Report  summarizing  the  three  meetings  was 
mailed  to  all  participants. 
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January  1984 


o  Proposed  final  alignment  given  to  U.S.  Fisn  and  Wildlife  Service 
for  review  and  evaluation. 

19  January  1984 

o  Coordination  meeting  with  tne  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural 
Resources. 

2U  January  1 98*1 

o  Coordination  meeting  with  Minnesota  Department  of  Energy  and 
Commerce  Department. 

2  February  1984 

o  Coordination  meeting  with  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  to 
establisn  survey  requirements  for  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
compliance. 

15  February  1984 

o  Meeting  to  bring  city  staff,  councilmen,  and  the  Mayor  up  to  date 
on  the  study  findings  and  the  recommended  plan;  discuss  the  public 
involvement  activities  through  November  1984;  provide  the  city  the 
opportunity  before  the  draft  report  goes  out  to  provide  input;  and 
discuss  any  unresolved  questions  concerning  the  recommended  plan. 
City  wanted  recreation  measure  in  the  plan  and  deletion  of  the 
evacuation  of  14  residential  and  3  commercial  properties  on  the 
Point. 
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March  1984 


o  Draft  report  forwarded  to  study  team  for  internal  review  and 
comments  prior  to  official  public  release  scheduled  for  June  1984. 

14  August  1984 

o  Meeting  with  city  council  and  flood  control  committee  to  discuss 
comments  on  March  draft  report  and  develop  a  public  involvement 
program  for  remainder  of  study. 

29  August  1984 

o  Meeting  at  the  request  of  Congressman  Arlan  Stangeland  to  discuss 
study  results  with  city  officials  and  the  Minnesota  Department  of 
Natural  Resources,  and  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency. 
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Lookir  -  for  an  ounce  of  prevention  ^  __ 

Flood  fighting  not  the  cure 


By  Jim  Durkin 
Herald  Sufi  Writer 

For  folks  who  live  along  the  Red  River,  flooding  ranks 
right  up  there  with  death  and  taxes  It  s  inevitable  . 

None  of  the  plotting  done  between  now  and  next  year  s 
thaw  will  keep  the  river  in  its  banks 

So.  Orley  Gunderson  a  veteran  of  flood  fighting  m 
East  Grand  Forks,  says  plans  should  be  made  to  fight  it  as 
effectively  as  possible 


Enforcement  terms  slow 
standardizing  dikes.  IB 


I've  gone  to  lots  of  meetings  since  the  flood  last 
spring,  said  Gunderson,  who  is  the  city's  civil  defense 
director  I  was  very  optimistic  that  it  would  be  possible 
to  work  out  a  long-range  solution  to  the  flood  problem 
Now.  after  all  the  meetings,  it  appears  to  me  it  isn’t 
possible  for  legislators  to  comprehend  our  problems  They 
can't  come  up  with  the  legislation  they  have  to  come  up 
with  in  regards  to  laws  and  funding  we  need  lor  a  long- 
range  plan  he  said  1  m  very  discouraged  1  really  am 

What  it's  going  to  take  is  a  disaster  like  we  had  in 
1826  (when  the  river  crested  at  53  3  feet  i  That's  terrible 
to  say  but  I  honestly  believe  that  is  what  it  will  take.'1  he 
said  When  we  have  a  flood  where  it’s  necessary  for  all 
the  people  in  Grand  Forks  and  East  Grand  Forks  to  evacu¬ 
ate,  then  maybe  we  11  be  able  to  get  the  millions  of  dollars 


necessary  to  build  a  few  dams  or  do  whatever  else  might 
have  to  be  done 

“As  far  as  prevention.  I've  given  up  I'm  very  pessi¬ 
mistic  about  ever  coming  up  with  some  type  of  long-range 
plans,"  Gunderson  said  “The  government  apparently  is 
content  to  pay  us  for  damages  after  the  flood  That  s  easy 
to  get  We  re  experts  at  filling  out  forms  to  get  that  kind  of 
money  The  thing  of  it  is.  that  money  would  go  a  heck  of  a 
long  way  toward  some  type  of  preventive  measures,  but 
they  re  apprehensive  about  doing  that." 

Local  officials  from  both  sides  of  the  river  have  been 
spending  most  of  their  lime  since  last  spring's  flood  re¬ 
porting  and  getting  paid  for  flood  damage  Gary  Sanders 
of  Floan-Sanders  Inc  .  a  local  engineering  firm  says  peo¬ 
ple  in  his  office  have  been  making  damage  survey  reports 
for  both  cities  since  May 

Thus  far.  about  SI  million  has  been  approved  by  the 
federal  government  to  help  pay  the  cost  of  repair  and 
flood-fighting  efforts  in  East  Grand  Forks 

That  figure  is  about  SI  3  million  in  Grand  Forks  The 
Grand  Forks  Park  Board  and  University  of  North  Dakota 
have  also  been  approved  for  some  aid 

So.  many  of  the  damages  from  the  last  flood  are  being 
paid  for  and  repaired  —  just  in  time  for  next  year 

Gunderson  says  that  since  prevention  measures  are 
hard  to  accomplish,  preparation  is  the  way  to  go. 
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Orley  Gunderson:  pess  rmsti 
about  flood  prevention 


Prevention 


(Continued  from  Page  1) 

“The  main  thing  we  re 
doing  now  is  writing  a 
flood-fighting  manual."  he 
said  “We're  documenting 
what  we  did  last  spring. 
We’re  looking  at  the  dif¬ 
ferent  alternatives  we  have 
at  different  levels  of  a  flood 
in  specific  areas  of  the  city 
Wh^n  the  river  hits  any¬ 
where  from  46  to  54  feet, 
we'll  know  what  we  have  to 
do  " 

The  manual  also  will 
spell  out  such  things  as 
chain  of  command,  com¬ 
munications.  authorization 
of  expenditures  —  in  short, 
everything  flood  fighters  in 
EGF  will  need  to  know 

“I  don’t  know  how  thick 
the  manual  will  be  50 


pages.  100  pages,  whatever 
it  takes  I  hope  we’re  going 
through  an  exercise  in  futil¬ 
ity  I  hope  we  never  have  to 
use  it  But  I  know  we  will." 
Gunderson  said 

'It  may  not  happen  next 
year,  it  may  be  10  years  or 
five  years  before  we  have 
another  major  flood  But 
it  s  going  to  happen  some¬ 
time  In  order  to  fight  any 
flood,  you've  got  to  have  a 
plan  and  be  organized  This 
plan  will  give  us  some  idea 
of  where  we  re  going  ’ 

In  Grand  Forks,  there 
isn’t  any  such  detailed  plan, 
That  is  mostly  because 
there  isn’t  a  city  civil  de¬ 
fense  coordinator 

Officials  are  making 
plans  to  hire  a  coordinator 


and  drawing  up  a  flood 
fighting  manual  will  proba¬ 
bly  be  among  his  first 
assignments 

Currently,  various  de¬ 
partments  (such  as  street, 
police  and  fire)  in  the  city 
have  certain  things  they  do 
at  certain  times,  but  there 
is  no  coordinated  plan,  said 
Keith  Johnson,  assistant 
city  engineer 

“We  all  know  what  we 
have  to  do  when  the  river 
reaches  certain  levels."  he 
said 

Some  areas  of  Grand 
Forks  have  undertaken 
projects  which  should  help 
eliminate  some  problems 
residents  faced  last  year 
Johnson  said  there  were 


three  major  projects 
underway 

He  pointed  to  a  road  on 
South  30th  Street  near  14th 
Avenue  South  which  was 
raised  three  to  four  feet  in 
some  areas  and  also  paved 
That  should  help  act  as  a 
dike  and  prevent  some  of 
the  water  from  the  English 
Coulee  from  flooding  the 
Westward  Acres  area 

Also,  they're  putting  flap 
gates  on  the  storm  sewer 
system  which  drains  into 
the  coulee  in  the  area  They 
are  expected  to  prevent  the 
water  from  backing  up 

The  area  between  the  Me¬ 
morial  Gardens  cemeury 
and  University  Park  should 
also  have  added  protection 
next  year  Johnson  said  a 


small  dike  near  the  ceme 
tarv  is  almost  completed  It 
will  stop  overland  water 
which  comes  from  the 
County  Fairgrounds  and 
Gateway  Drive  from  run¬ 
ning  into  the  area 

Flap  gates  are  also  being 
installed  on  the  storm 
sewer  which  drains  water 
from  that  area  into  the 
coulee 

The  joints  in  a  concrete 
portion  of  dike  in  the  Lin¬ 
coln  Drive  area  will  also  be 
repaired  before  spring. 
Johnson  said 

“Those  are  some  of  the 
areas  where  it  was  fairly 
obvious  after  last  spring  s 
flood  that  something  must 
be  done  Johnson  said 

He  added  that  several 
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other  areas  of  the  city 
which  may  need  additional 
Hood  protection  are  still 
being  studied  by  the  U  S 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
City  officials  will  get  an  up¬ 
date  on  that  study  at  meet¬ 
ings  this  week 


A  major  diking  project  in 
the  Riverside  Park  area 
will  not  be  completed  until 
citizens  of  the  area  decide 
how  they  want  to  do  it  The 
folks  who  live  in  the  area 
will  have  to  pay  for  the 
project  through  special  tax 


assessments 

"We've  pretty  much  done 
what  we  could  with  the 
time,  funds,  plans  and  re¬ 
sources  available  We 
haven't  eliminated  the 
sandbag  yet  but  I  don't 
suppose  we  ever  will 


N-B-l 


N-B-2 


THE  O TVS  EMERGENCY  PLAN  OF  ACTION  was  presented  by  Civil  Defense 
Director  Dr.  Orley  Gunderson,  standing.  Others  at  the  head  table  were:  Gary 
Sanders  of  Floan-Sanders,  Inc  .  Lyle  H  Eisert-Polk  Connty  CD  Director:  Mayor 
Louis  A  Murray,  LtCol.  Steve  Draper.  St.  Paul  District.  Corps,  of  Engineers  and 
Thomas  Raster.  St  Paul.  COE. 


Emergency 
Plan  of  Action 

The  City’s  Emergency  Plan  of  Action  (Flood  Fight  Plan) 
was  unveiled  Monday  at  a  meeting  of  city  leaders,  officials 
in  the  Eagles  Aene  The  Plan  defines  the  roles  and  re¬ 
sponsibilities  of  the  Civil  Defense  (CD)  Director,  the  CD 
Committee  and  its  23  units  which  can  be  organized  for 
flood  fight  purposes  (or  other  emergency  purposes,  such 
as  a  tornado  disaster). 

The  Plan  emcompasses  the  knowledge  and  experience 
gained  by  community  citizens  in  flood  fighting  over  the 
last  thirty  years  It  attemps  to  anticipate  problems  and 
project  possible  solutions  thereto  -  prior  to  a  flood,  dur¬ 
ing.  and  after  The  plan  was  written  by  Civil  Defense 
Director  Dr  Orley  Gunderson  and  the  Consulting  firm  of 
Floan-Sanders.  Inc.  under  a  contract  of  the  US  Army 
Corp  of  Engineers. 

Implementation  of  the  Plan  requires  the  continued 
support  of  community  and  area  citizens  -  it  also  re¬ 
quires  a  change  in  normal  operations  as  pointed  out  in 
Section  0008  "Coordination/Govemance 

“Coordination  is  the  'key  ‘  to  the  success  or  failure  of  a 
flood  fight  In  normal,  nonemergency  times,  overall 
coordination  of  the  city  is  not  relevant  as  the  various 
community /city  organizations  < schools ,  fire  department. 
Area  Vocational  Technical  Institute  (A  VTI).  police  de¬ 
partment.  businesses,  churches,  street  and  sewer  depart¬ 
ment.  water  and  light  department,  ect  )  can  carry  out 
their  activities  in  large  measure  independent  of  one 
another 

However,  during  a  flood  emergency  all  the  resources 
of  the  city  must  be  utilized  for  flood  fight  activities 
Volunteers  and  organizations  suddenly  become  involved 
in  activities  which  are  nonrraditional  and  foreign  to  them 
The  service  units  of  city  government,  such  as  police,  fire, 
street  and  sewer,  water  and  light,  etc  .  have  new  dunes 
which  are  beyond  their  capabilities  They  must  have 
additional  resources  f  Coast  Guard.  National  Guard. 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  etc  J  to  cope  with  their  added 
responsibilities 

Dike  patrol,  sandbag  production,  food  senices.  sand¬ 
bag  dike  construction  etc  .  are  ail  functions  which  must  be 
performed  by  hundreds,  and  in  some  cases,  thousands  of 
persons  who  never  worked  together  before  All  this 
activity  requires  a  coordinate  mechanism  The  coordi- 
native  mechanism  under  which  all  activities  are  planned 
and  managed  is  provided  by  the  East  Grand  Forks  Civil 
Defense  Committee  The  Civil  Defense  Director  and 
Committee  obtains,  allocates,  and  distributes  resources 
during  a  flood  emergency 

Prior  to  the  declaration  of  a  flood  emergency,  the  On 
Council  governs  all  flood  fight  efforts  When  city  govern- 
ment  ( City  Council)  determines  that  the  flood  emergency 
presents  problems  beyond  the  resources  and  capabilities 
of  city  employees  and  city  resources,  a  Flood  Emergenc\ 
is  officially  declared  by  the  City  Council  At  this  point, 
the  Civil  Defense  Comittee  'takes  over'  and  manages 
(not  governs)  City  Council  meetings  are  not  held  during 
a  flood  emergency  unless  there  is  a  need  to  formally  obtain 
a  legal  vote  on  a  flood  related  matter  problem 

The  management  of  a  flood  fight  SHOULD  SOT  and 
and  04  WO  T  be  directed  by  Council  members  who  ha  it’ 
been  elected  to  a  political  office  A  flood  fight  involving 
the  efforts  of  thousands  of  volunteers  and  mobilized 
resources  from  the  entire  state  SHOULD  SOT  and 
CANNOT  be  managed  by  votes  taken  around  a  City 
Council  table  The  Civil  Defense  Director  must  work  with 
the  Council  and  the  Civil  Defense  Committee  Unit  Chiefs 
in  a  nonpolitical  setting  ” 

The  Civil  Defense  Units  consist  of:  Flood  Headquarters 
and  Fiscal  Services  (Dave  Mack-Chief).  Enginnenng 
(Jim  Gander):  Street  &  Sewer  Systems  (Ed  OsowskO 
Electricity  and  Water  Distribution  (Jerry  Nepple).  Public 
Information  (Louis  Murray).  Supply/Manpower  Resources 
Management  (David  Eikenes);  Communications  (Ivan 
Ferguson).  Dike  Patrol  (Angie  Keller).  Food  Services  (Dar¬ 
lene  Enrght ' Pat  Leonard).  Saffd  Bag  Production  (Russell 
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H  Beier).  Sandbag  Distribution  &  Transportation  (Jay 
Croy).  Sandbag  Construction  (John  Tack),  Law  Enforce¬ 
ment  &  Traffic  Control  (Dick  Wald),  Fire  Protection  (Dan 
Formato).  Warning  (Dick  Wald).  Evacuation  (Dan  Formato). 
Emergency  Medical  Services  (Bill  Cummings).  Health  Ser¬ 
vices  (Dr.  Jim  Leigh);  Shelt  er/Emergency  Housing  Wel¬ 
fare  Services  (Ellis  Larson),  Search  &.  Rescue  (Dan  Forma¬ 
to),  Missing  Persons  (Dick  Wald)  and  Morgue  8c  Bunal  (Ken 
Stennes). 

Civil  Defense  Director  Gunderson  advises  community 
citizens  to  familiarize  themselves  with  the  Emergency 
Plan  (the  300  plus  page  document  is  available  for  review 
at  the  Clerk-Treasurer's  Office,  City  Hall)  and  that  they 
should  acquire  “Flood  Insurance”  in  those  areas  prone  to 
flooding  He  further  indicated  that  the  plan  will  be  con¬ 
tinually  reviewed  and  revised  as  the  community  fights 
future  ficods  -  it  is  anticipated  that  it  will  take  a  major 
catastrophe,  such  as  a  dike  failure  and  the  subsequent 
loss  of  lives,  before  remedial  flood  control  action  (such 
as  a  dam.  water  impoundment  areas,  drainage  control, 
etc.)  is  taken,  to  prevent  floods  in  the  Red  River  Valley. 

It  was  pointed  out  at  the  meeting  that  the  EGF  Flood- 
Fight  Plan  is  one-of-a-kind  in  the  country  and  will  un¬ 
doubtedly  be  utilized  by  flood-prone  communities 
throughout  the  nation  as  a  guideline  in  developing  their 
own  emergency  plans 

EDITOR  S  VOTE  While  (he  Plan  is  "Flood"  oriented, 
as  pointed  out.  it's  applicable  to  other  emergency  situj' 
tions-such  as  a  tornado  disaster  requiring  the  evacuation 
of  the  city  For  your  information,  we  are  including  the 
evacuation  safer)  rulesiroutes  found  in  the  plan  The  rules 
are  as  follows  ( the  routes  are  outlined  in  a  map  on  page 

EVACUATION  SAFETY  RUI  ES 

1  Before  making  any  last-minute  preparations,  be 
absolutely  certain  you  have  time.  If  advised  to  evacuate, 
do  so  immediately.  Don’t  wait  until  the  last  minute  to 
leave,  hoping  to  save  your  possessions.  Save  your  life. 

2.  Move  quickly  and  calmly.  Don’t  take  chances.  Getting 
safely  to  higher  ground  or  away  from  the  area  is  your  first 
consideration. 

3.  Keep  your  radio  turned  on  and  located  where  you 
can  hear  it. 

4.  Know  where  you  are  going  before  you  leave.  Civil 
Defense  officials  will  establish  shelters  in  public  buildings. 

If  you  do  not  know  the  location  of  public  shelters,  listen 
to  your  radio  for  evacuation  instructions.  Evacuation 
routes  explained  on  radio  must  be  used  Other  “short 
cuts”  may  be  blocked,  washed  away,  have  downed  power 
lines,  or  interfere  with  evacuation  routes  for  other  areas. 

5.  If  you  have  limited  time  for  evacuation  preparations, 
take  only  family  medicines,  blankets,  and  a  battery-powered 
radio  with  you.  If  you  have  time  to  gather  supplies,  take 
with  you: 

a.  Protective  clothing,  especially  water-repellent  outer 
garments  and  footwear;  several  blankets. 

b.  Flashlights  and  batteries,  battery-powered  radio. 

c.  Personal  hygiene  items. 

d.  Infant  supplies. 

e.  Important  documents  and  papers. 

f.  Drinking  water  in  plastic  bottles;  other  liquids. 

g.  Emergency  supplies  of  ready-to-eat  foods. 

h.  Necessary  prescription  drugs  or  medicines  (sue’,  as 
heart  medication  or  insulin). 

6.  If  you  are  certain  you  have  time  before  you  leave 
your  house: 

a.  Tum  off  utilities. 

b.  If  flood  waters  threaten,  open  basement  windows  to 
let  water  in  and  equalize  pressure. 

7.  Lock  your  home  when  you  leave  it. 

8.  A*  you  travel,  listen  to  the  radio;  watch  for 

a.  Washed  out  bridges  or  roads. 

b.  Undermined  roadways. 

c.  Downed  power  lines. 

d.  Floating  hazards. 

9.  Do  not  drive  over  flooded  roads.  Flood  currents  are 
strong,  and  can  and  people  are  easily  washed  away 

10.  After  reaching  public  or  other  shelter,  report  to  the 
East  Grand  Forks  Police  Department  that  your  home  has 
been  evacuated. 
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EVACUATION  PLAN  BY  ROADWAY 

APPENDIX  TV77-/ 


aes/oimts  west  or  cemtaal  awe  a  mo 
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t3 ro  sr  mw,  tvam  micmt  amo  fmoceed 
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maoceeo  south  ro  wwr  g  east,  tv  mm 
LEFT  AMO  MAOCEEO  TOUAMDS  CAOOKSTOM 
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Mesroexrs  east  or  cemtkac 
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SOUTH  TO  MWY  g  EAST,  TUAM 
LIFT  AMO  MAOCEEO  TOW  A  A  OS 
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TVAM  AttMT  AMO  MAOCEEO  EAST  OM  MWY  g 
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AES/OEMTS  EAST  OF  CEMTAAL  AYE . 
SOUTH  OF  THE  AAtLAOAO  TAACKS. 
AMO  MOMTH  OF  THE  AEO  LAKE  AtvEM. 
MAOCEEO  TO  AUStMESS  MWY  g  AMO 
MAOCEEO  SOUTHEAST  OM  AUStMESS 
MWY  g  TV  MWY  g  east,  tvam  a/smt 
AMO  MAOCEEO  TOMA  AOS  CAOOKSTOM 


AESTOEMTS  SOUTH  OF  OEMEAS  /  « 

AWE  AMO  WEST  Of  CEMTAAL  **1* 

MAOCEEO  TO  CEMTAAL  AYE.  TVAM  "  ~ 

LEFT  AMO  MAOCEEO  MOMTH  TO  tAFY  g,  \ 
TVAM  AttMT  AMO  MAOCEEO  TVWAMO  CAOOKSTOM. 
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MEStOEMTS  SOUTH  OF  THE  AEO  LAKE 
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Landslide  threatens  Crookston  convent 


It's  not  the  Lord's  fault  —  *He  won’t  permit  St. 


By  Ryu  Bakkm 

Herald  Suu  L4itor 

CKOOKSTON  Minn  —  Fingering  her  rosary. 
Sister  Paula  Marie  remembered  when  she  first 
fell  something  was  awry 

About  a  week  ago  the  road  felt  bumpy  said 
the  SO-year-old  resident  of  St  Joseph  s  Provincial 
House 

That  road  —  and  about  three  acres 
surrounding  it  —  is  now  about  15  feel  lower  than 
a  week  ago  The  drop  has  slowed  but  no  one  is 
sure  when  it  will  stop 

Watching  the  slow-moving  landslide.  Sister 
Paula  Mane  looked  worried,  but  she  spoke  with 
confidence  The  Lord  won  t  permit  St  Joe's  to 
go  down 

The  last  dropoff  n  about  150  feet  from  the 
home  for  35  nuns  most  of  them  retired  The  last 
slide  hasn't  moved  any  closer  since  Saturday 
The  area  keeps  cracking  up  more  and  more, 
and  keeps  dropping,  but  the  area  hasn  t  become 
any  bigger  she  said  We  used  benches  as  a 
marker  on  Saturday  *' 

The  earth  is  dropping  —  but  also  moving 
toward  the  Red  Lake  River  The  force  has 
pushed  up  an  island  in  the  middle  of  the  nver. 
about  100  feet  from  the  slide  The  sliding  area, 
one  mile  east  of  here  looks  like  a  victim  of  a 
small  earthquake,  with  cracks  five  feet  deep  ui 
some  spots 

St  Joaeph  s  caretaker  Ralph  Hagen  noticed 
the  first  crack  Thursday  rught  He  notified  utility 
companies  Fnday  morning  .Northwestern  BeU 
and  Oitertail  Power  Co  were  still  working 
Tuesday  afternoon,  moving  poles  and 
underground  cable 

When  they  built  this  place  22  years  ago  the 
engineers  said  the  Land  under  the  building  was  as 
stable  as  any  in  the  valley  Hagen  said  Of 
course  the  Land  in  the  valley  isn't  all  that 

stable 

Hagen  has  been  constantly  checking  the 
grounds  and  building  for  signs  of  stress  He  has 
found  oooe 


Thu  shifting  earth  hat  become  a  lounst  attraction  along  U  S  Highway 


The  northern  edge  of  the  fault  is  only  30  feet 
from  the  westbound  lane  of  U  S  Highway  2  But 
the  Minnesota  Department  of  Ti.i'^portauon 
hasn  t  panicked  yet 

W*  wiU  just  wait  and  see  wtia1  ,/pens 
said  Donald  Meyer  district  superintendent  We 
don't  know  what  to  do  to  stop  it  if  it  hasn  t 
slopped  yet  We  will  have  to  fill  in  the  depression 
when  it  aetUes  1/  more  Und  breaks  off  closer  to 
the  driving  lane  we  11  have  to  call  in  some 
expertise 

Don  Not  ting,  engineer  with  Widseth.  Smith  and 
Nolting.  the  city's  consultants,  doesn't  know 
when  the  movement  wiU  stop 

"There's  a  plane  in  there  someplace,  but  it 
would  be  quite  a  job  to  find  it."  Nolting  said 
Similar  slides  usually  stabilize  within  a  week 
he  said  The  pushed-up  river  bottom  won  t  affect 
the  city's  water  supply 

Landslides  along  the  Red  Lake  River  near 


here  aren't  new  Forty  years  ago  a  massive 
slide  happened  lour  miles  upstream  from  this 
site  Two  years  ago  a  slide  just  west  of  the 
American  Crystal  Sugar  plant  covered  five 
acres 

We  talked  to  a  woman  who  lived  across  the 
nver  from  here  said  Sister  Paula  She  said 
they  moved  about  25  years  ago  because  the  bank 
was  sliding  then 

The  slippage  has  been  slow  undetectable 
the  naked  eye  But  visits  eight  hours  apart  sho* 
a  change  Sister  Juuy  Wfhiiacre  said 

Parts  of  u  feel  like  a  sponge  when  you  re 
walking  on  it.  she  said  The  other  da  \  a  chunk 
fell  off  when  I  was  walking  on  u  1  just  about 
jumped  out  of  my  shoes 

We  ve  got  a  lot  of  old  gals  living  here  and 
they  were  scared  at  first  concerned  about  their 
home  But  now  they  re  more  interested  than 
anything  else 
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Fourth  Street  and  uti'.'ty 
relnr;ii:, 

The  Minnesota  Depart¬ 
ment  o!  Natural  lie:  Juries 
contends  the  authorized 
plan  is  not  gdetpta'e. 

It  is  called  an  author. red 
plan  b< -cattee  w.i#  uu:i:)- 
ri7ed  by  Cw cress  in  lFTt 
The  city  had  deeded  in  the 
1950s  not  to  nay  its  share  of 
costs,  so  the  project  was 
never  bui't.  Severe  t’.j  d-  ;n 
tile  IShn's  ;  n.l  late  UOls 
prompted  n  c onstderDtior.. 

•  Me.dit'c  !  u  Jill  iri.-eti 
plan.  The  project  i:. iters 
from  the  a  r.h.urt/ed  pier,  in 
that  relocation  and  reph. ce¬ 
ment  ot  the  etne: v 
levee  weald  be  r.i'ci.->.iry 
between  Third  and  Seventh 
avenues  north  and  a  con¬ 
crete  tloodvviil  would  be 
added  toward  the  r.ver  side 
ot  North  First  Street 

Martin  MiChery  of  the 
corps  said,  however,  that 
this  pljn  s  hcnetil  cost 
ratio  would  not  he  I,  f.hle 

Hath  of  tiie  above  plans 
would  protect  the  city  Irani 
a  timid  with  a  1.5  perce.it 
chance  ot  occurring  during 


ar. \  ■  :v v ear 
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tli.a  :  '.  .n  I..  '  t 

in v-  .i .  •  . ;  .,f.  ;;g  the  r  ..  in 
the  mo.i-.tied  :  viii.e!  ,/ed 
plan  ab.dit  I  K  leel  and 
lendtheaini:  their,  about 
1."  i  te“' 


Ti;e  project  would  he 
more  expensive  than  the 
.mi h.iruoo  plan,  but  :t 
wiH.'id  provide  a  lusher 
lev  !  ol  protection 

l:ie  next  three  plans 
vv- .aid  protect  the  city  livitit 
a  flood  with  a  1  percent 
chattel  of  oic'inb’ut  during 
arty  piven  ye  ’r. 

•  South  pif.n.  Tins  project 

would  protect  ivv  ,b.  ve!»p- 
mt'r.ts  south  of  .•  •  uil.o- 
nzed  project  s  ..  -,.t ;  The 
plan  includes  .(  :  v  feet  ol 
lew  e.  l.-tp)  r  a'  ot  corereie 
tlo.klv.ail,  a.,  a  iet'.  ot  ro3u 
raise  in  time.  see”'.  ::hI 
'wo  closures  i.'.h  .seta 
Avenue  and  S.v.b  werui! 
SK  'ocether  wtt:.  uf.  '  e- 
locations  and  or 

drainage  v.oi  ss 

•  Mcrth  pMa  Tao  proj¬ 

ect  would  protect  tic  v  de¬ 
velopments  r.  m  :  ol  the  _u- 
thcii  i, ted  pro:;  ct  rite  r. 
includes  1  •)  tea  <)•  .a:  -. d 

road  and  2. .  '  U  >  :  ■  e 

together  wild  uti.it>  *•  ;  a- 
Cons  and  drama.--'  v.  • 

Preliminary  ~ t : - 

nriies  are  about  '7  ot;  ,  a 
tor  the  puthoii’eu  a  -a! 
tnt'hon  for  t  ,e  na. 


aa.a,.t  '  .  Ha, a  i  ,,  1  tr  - 
r.or'i;  plan  more  t!...r;  si 
iinll.‘«:i 

Those  liciiros  are  two 
years  •■!  I  store  prre.-c  .... 
tunnies  v.  ill  be  le 

next  .March.  M.  t  :-•■!> 

said 

lhc  nla’as  rely  heavily  i  t 
(ederji  etonev .  with  st.  tc 
and  local  governments  pav¬ 
ing  the  rest. 

The  study  also  cites  the 
possibility  ut  mote., .me 
I  fed  i.ake  Ktver  (lows  treo 
t Irani!  Maries  Creek  with  a 
diversion  near  Fisher. 
Mum.. 

Tlie  diversion  would  b“  II) 


lit.  S'  ■  If  •  !  •  ..  If,.;;  ■  1 
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l  il  aU-l  l  et  k' 

Tlie  vb.V  cl  slotl  would  IV  - 
dttcc  lined  d,im.i-es  ;|| 
lit  at. •  i  Forks  and  1-1..  i 
Grand  Forks  and  it  wot:. a 
It  . to  ra  si  tor  levcca  ns 
die;  ;  ta.  ii.s’d  sta.  -s 

lint  tito  diversion  v.«::fd 
atiect  about  led  Ili'U" 
oii'-nle  ot  F.  ist  Grand 
1  .•:  l-.s  and  disrupt  trur.sj'vu  - 
tailor,  B. cause  (iraad 
I'oi  ies  would  receive  bene- 
lits.  tli..t  city  and  the  slate 
ot  Norm  Dakota  would  re 
expected  to  share  the 
costs. 

Flood  damages  to  areas 
next  to  Grand  Marais  Creek 
would  be  aggravated 

Fast  Grand  Forks  ar.J 
Crookston.  .Minn.,  officials 
had  honed  a  proposed  reser¬ 
voir  near  Uual  Mum  . 
would  help  control  floods 
Tlio  study  says.  <  cr. 
the  re.  ervjir  would  rot 
help  Kj.-:  tit.it’  1  Forks  nr.d 
that  .  feci  '• on.d  not  be 
ecu".- teastb’.O. 
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THE  REPORTER  -  Friday  -  October  24,  1980 


Flood  Control  Meeting, 


Have  you  and  your  neighbors 
wondered  what  is  being  done 
about  {he  flooding  problem  in 
the  community.  The  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Committee  and  the  U.S. 
Corpos  of  Engineers  will  be  pre¬ 
senting  a  summary  of  the  flood 
problems  and  some  possible  So¬ 
lutions  (e.g.  Grand  Marias.Di- 
version)  at  a  public  meeting  to 
be  held  Wednesday,  November 
5,  at  the  Regency  Inn. 


Nov.  5 


The  meeting  will  begin  at 
7:30  p.m.  sharp:  It  will  include 
a  slide  presentation  summarizing 
the  Flood  Control  Committee’s 
and  the  Corps’  planning  efforts 
to  date  followed  by  a  general 
discussion  giving  attendees  a 
chance  to  express  their  concerns, 
views,  and  suggestions. 


S'.R.  Draper,  Lt.  Col,  Acting 
District  Engineer,  CE  has  pointed 
our  that  the  time  for  analyzing. 
East  Grand  Forks’  flood  problems 
is  now.  He  further  indicated  that 
appropriate  funds  for  this  study, 
and  their  need  to  hear  your  views 
at  this  meeting  is  important  to 
the  the  Corps  can  consider  them 
in  the  early  stage  of  planning. 
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THE  EXPONENT  -  October  22,  1980 


Citizens  committee 

Flood  coiatFol 
Jbody  cbosen. 

.  A  citizens  flood  control  advisory  committee  that 
will  help  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  plan  perma¬ 
nent  flood  control  projects  for  East  Grand  Forks  was 
officially  named  by  city  aldermen  at  their  Thursday 
.meeting. 

'  Many  of  the  persons  named  have  served  before  on 
.  similar  flood-control  bodies  but  were  never  officially 
appointed  by  the  council.  At  a  meeting  earlier  this 
V  month  between  Martin  R.  McCleery,  a  represent 
l  tative  of  the  Corps  district  office  in  St.  Paul,  and  city 
-  officials,  it  was  deemed  important  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  be  officially  appointed. 

-•  Named  to  the  12-man  committee  were:  Mayor 
Louis  Murray;  Alderman  Jim  Gander,  president  of 
the  city  council;  Ed  Osowski,  city  superintendent  of 
streets,  sanitation  and  sewers;  Police  Chief  Richard 
Wald;  Fire  Chief  Dan  Forma  to  Jr.;  Alderman  A1 
LaFave;  ' 

•  •>  City  Atty.  Robert  Matt;  Gary  Sanders,  consulting 
engineer  for  the  city;  City  Clerk-Treasurer  Dave 
Mack;  the  new  city  civil  defense  director  when  he  is 
named;  and  two  citizens  recommended  by  the  East 
Grand  Forks  Chamber  of  Commerce  —  Robert 
Peabody,  chamber  president,  and  Mel  Johnson. 

At  McCl eery’s  request,  the  local  committee  will 
sponsor  an  open  meeting  at  7:30  p.m.  Nov.  5  at  the 
Regency  Inn  to  provide  an  opportunity  for  East 
Grand  Forks  residents  to  offer  their  views  on  long- 
range  protection  possibilities. 

McCleery  has  prepared  a  design  memorandum  to 
spur  new  planning  that  reviews  alternatives  propos¬ 
ed  earlier  for  East  Grand  Forks. 

But,  he  has  said  that  the  earlier  proposals  need  to 
be  re-evaluated  to  determine  their  effectiveness  in 
reducing  flood  damage  here  in  light  of  updated  data 
obtained  after  the  1978  and  1979  spring  floods. 

Both  the  corps’  district  engineer  and  McCleery  are 
expected  to  be  at  the  Nov.  5  meeting  to  answer  ques¬ 
tions. 
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Diversion  plan  attracts  attention 

Grand  Marais  Creek  flood  project  upsets  rural  landowners 
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Plan 


(Continued  from  Page  1) 

Corps  Major  Arthur 
McKee  said  after  the  meet¬ 
ing  that  the  opposition  ex¬ 
pressed  would  influence  the 
corps  recommendation  on 
the  proposal 

"Anything  like  this  Lakes 
local  support  —  what  I  ve 
seen  tonight  indicates  that 
kind  of  support  for  this 
project  would  not  be 
forthcoming  " 

McKee  added  that  if  the 
project  were  considered  the 
only  viable  alternative  the 
corps  might  try  to  persuade 
the  landowners  to  their 
side 

McCleery  said  measures 
to  be  studied  include 

•  Using  a  plan  authorized 
in  1953  by  Congress  but 
never  implemented  be¬ 
cause  East  Grand  Forks 
government  could  not  pay 
its  share  of  the  cost  The 
project  would  widen  7  600 
feet  of  emergency  levee, 
and  1.500  feet  of  concrete 
floodwall  between  Third 
Avenue  North  and  the  old 
Northern  Pacific  Bridge  A 
ramp  over  the  North 
Fourth  Street  levee  would 
be  built  and  utilities  would 
be  relocated  Corps  offi¬ 
cials  said  Wednesday  the 
current  cost  estimate  of 
that  project  is  J7  million 

•  Modification  0/  the  au¬ 
thorized  plan  including  re¬ 
location  of  the  emergency 
levee  and  construction  of  a 


concrete  floodwall  toward 
the  river  side  of  North  First 
Street 

•  Upgrading  the  modified 
plan  to  raise  dikes  about  1  6 
feet  and  lengthen  them 
abput  1.200  feet  Corps  offi¬ 
cials  said  both  those  pro¬ 
posals  probably  would 
earn  an  unfeasible 
cost  benefit  ratio  They  are 
estimated  at  $10  million 
and  $11  million 
respectively 

•  A  south  plan  to  protect 
new  develops  south  of  the 
authorized  project  limits  It 
would  include  8.000  feet  ol 
new  levy  and  1.400  feet  ol 
concrete  floodwall.  3,100 
feet  ol  raising  roads  utility 
relocation  and  closures  at 
Minnesota  Avenue  and 
Sixth  Avenue  SE  Prelimi 
nary  cost  estimate  is  $6 
million 

•  A  north  plan  to  protect 
new  development  north  of 
the  authorized  project  It 
involves  1.800  feet  of  raised 
road  and  2.800  feet  of  levee 
along  with  utility  recon 
struction  It  would  cost 
more  than  $1  million 

The  study,  to  be  financed 
by  the  federal  government 
will  be  completed  in  1984 
McKee  said 

The  design  phase  would 
be  finished  in  1986  If  Con¬ 
gress  approves  federal 
funding  and  state  and  local 
cost  sharing  is  obtained 
construction  would  be  fin¬ 
ished  by  1990 


N-B-12 


Rural  Residents  Oppose 


Grand  Marais  Diversion 


V  5  Army  Corps  of  Engineer  Representatives  fl-r)  Martin  McCleery.  Dave  Haumusen. 
\ia,nr  Arthur  McKee  Mayor  Louis  A  Murray  and  Flood  Committeeman  Robert  E 


Maurice  E  Bushaw 


The  flood  control  meeting  held  Wednesday  evening 
was  mostly  attended  by  rural  residents  who  opposed  a 
plan  for  the  diversion  of  water  through  the  Grand 
Marias  as  a  means  of  controlling  floods  affecting  the 
community  and  Grand  Forks.  ND  Keith  Driscoll,  one 
of  many  rural  spokesmen,  pointed  out  that  a  petition 
had  bee.i  signed  b>  594  residents  opposing  the  use  of 
the  Grand  Marais  for  diversion  of  flood  waters  as  a 
solution  to  East  Grand  Forks  Grand  Forks  flood  prob¬ 
lems  He.  and  other  attendees,  suggested  that  the  l  S 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  consider  the  retention  ol 
.  water  at  its  origin.-.'  sources  as  a  possible  solution 
we  don't -mind  holding  water  on  our  own  farm  land, 
but  we're  tired  of  having  to  hold  water  from  that  ot 
other  lands  throughout  the  Red  Lake  Red  River  Basin 

Other  speakers  asked  the  Corps  representatives  to 
consider  action  on  stopping  the  clearing  of  land,  the 
F'Ung-in  of  natural  ponds.  reservoirs  and  the  control 
of  ditching,  diking  activities  throughout  the  Basin  as 
a  means  of  stemming  flood  waters  throughout  the 
area 

U  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineer  representatives  pointed 
out  that  tTie  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  hear  as  they 
had  from  the  public  on  possible  solutions  to  the  flood 
problem  -  that  no  specific  action  was  contemplated 
at  the  time  -  it  would  be  1986  before  solutions  would 
be  defined  and  probably  1990  before  any  action  thereon 
will  be  completed  -  dependent  upon  Federal  funding 
procedures. 

The  public  hearing  was  conducted  at  the  Regency 
Inn  and  was  hosted  by  the  U  S  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  EGF  Flood  Control  Committee 


Peabodv 


N’-B-l  3 


Marais  residents 


opposed  to  diversion 


Some  213  persons,  most  of 
them  residents  or  having  other 
interests  in  propert>  along  the 
Grand  Marais  Coulee  east  of  the 
City,  attended  a  publn  meeting 
held  by  the  East  Grand  Korns 
Flood  Control  Committee.  Nov 
5  at  the  Regency  Inn 

Nearly  all  who  spoke  were 
firmly  opposed  to  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  a  proposai  that  the 
Marais  be  developed  as  a  major 
diversion  channel  for  Red  Lake 
River  waters  when  floods 
threaten  the  City  of  East  Grand 
Forks 

Many  of  the  speakers,  in¬ 
cluding  an  Oslo  farmer,  a  slate 
legislator,  and  an  East  Grand 
Forks  resident,  as  well  as  many 
of  the  Marais-iand  people,  urg¬ 
ed  that  more  attention  be  given 
to  programs  for  holding  water 
back  on  rural  lands  when  flood 
conditions  threaten 

Quiet  for  the  most  part,  the 
audience  repeatedly  responded 
with  applause  to  this  proposal 
whenever  it  was  mentioned 

Robert  McWalter  of  Hunt¬ 
sville  Township,  told  the  flood 
control  committee  and 
representatives  present  from 
the  Army  Corps  or  Engineers, 
which  is  providing  planning  ex¬ 
pertise  for  the  committee.  We 
want  to  work  with  you  residents 
of  East  Grand  Forks  on 
flooding  problems'  but 
there  is  a  point  at  which  we 
have  to  say  no’  and  that  is  when 
you  consider  the  Grand  Marais 
as  a  diversion  or  a  bypass  " 

McWalter  said  petitions  have 
already  been  circulated  among 
Marais  area  landowners  and 
that  594  residents  in  seven 
townships  —  Fisher,  Nisbet. 
Sullivan.  Esther.  Northland. 
Huntsville  and  Grand  Forks  — 
have  signed  them 

A  proposal  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  an  area  plan  for  con¬ 
trolled  runoff  was  made  by 
McWalter  as  the  best  answer  to 
the  city's  flood  threats 

James  Lambert  of  Esther 
Township  said,  "The  problem  is 
that  they  have  been  cutting 
down  many  more  trees  and 
draining  many  more  sloughs 
than  should  have  been." 

Iner  Quern  of  Higdem 
township,  said  400.000-acre  feet 
of  water  could  be  contained  in 
the  Red  Lake  River  basin  by  a 
well-planned  senes  of  small 
holding  ponds  "Why  don’t  we 
pursue  such  projects  Why 
don’t  we  go  after  it**"  he  asked 

Speaking  positively  of  the 
great  help  area  farm  marshes 
used  to  be  in  holding  back  spr¬ 
ing  runoffs  and  heavy  rains. 
Moms  Bushaw,  who  farms 
near  Oslo,  added.  "You  can  pile 
dirt  up  just  so  high  and  build 
dikes  all  you  want  to  but 
sooner  or  later  you’re  always 
going  to  have  to  let  the  water 
through,  somewhere 
sometime  " 

Present  from  the  Corps  St 
Paul  District  Office  were  Maj 
Arthur  J  McKee,  executive  of¬ 
ficer.  David  Haumersen.  chief 
of  the  advance  planning  section 
and  Martin  MrCleery  project 


engineer  for  the  East  Grand 
Forks  study 

Responding  at  various  times 
to  ■  ommenLs  bv  speakers  from 
the  floor  t.  add  current  infor¬ 
mation  or  answpr  queries  pul  to 
them.  Haumersen  anil  Mc- 
Cleery  emphasized  with 
regards  to  the  pieas  for  water 
retention  programs  in  the  rural 
areas 

•  The  current  study  pro¬ 
gram  the  local  flood  control 
committee  has  just  started  will 
consider  a  number  of  proposals 
made  m  years  past  -  such  as 
the  one  for  using  the  Grand 
Marais  as  a  diversion  channel 
-  but  is  many  months  away 
from  making  any  hard  deci¬ 
sions  about  which  one  or  ones  it 
might  want  to  include  in  a  final 
plan  for  East  Grand  Forks  flood 
control  projects 

•  The  federal  monies  provid¬ 
ed  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for 
the  new  study  now  underway 
do  not  include  anywhere  near 
the  amount  of  money  it  would 
take  to  make  a  full  basin  study 
of  where  and  w  hat  kind  of  reten¬ 
tion  structures  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  hold  waters  from  the 
Red  l.ake  River  and  the  Red 
River  in  sufficient  quantities  to 
protect  East  Grand  Forks 

•  For  the  necessary  studies 
and  designing  of  a  myriad  of 
small  holding  devices  on  rural 
lands,  area  farmers  and  the  city 
would  have  to  turn  to  county 
and  or  state  government  pro¬ 
grams  for  assistance  because 
the  corps  is  authorized  to  work 
only  with  permanent'  types  of 
flood  control  structures 

Asked  what  state  programs 
the  Minnesota  Legislature 
might  have  to  offer  in  this 
regard.  State  Rep  Tony 
Stadum  of  Ada.  a  farmer  and 
Independent-Republican  serv¬ 
ing  District  2A.  indicated  he 
supported  rural  retention  pro¬ 
jects.  aiso 


H<*  added  that  reient 
legislate «■  sessions  hav e  been 
taking  steps  in  strengthen  1<k  ai 
watershed  districts  and  make 
them  more  response  e  ,n 
assisting  with  area  water  pro¬ 
blems 

Maj  McKee  noted  that  the 
study  program  probablv  w->uid 
not  be  finished  unti  '.984 

The  study  phase  Haumersen 
explained  includes  three 
stages  a  ■  a  re\  lew  of  past  pro¬ 
posals  and  updating  of  ap¬ 
plicable  data  b-  the  analysis 
of  viable  alternatives  and  i 
deciding  on  a  final  plan 

Phase  II  would  be  concerned 
with  design  work  which  could 
take  until  !98fi  and  Phase  III 
would  deal  with  actual  con¬ 
struction.  which  would  be  <. om- 
pleted  about  1990 

Four  major  areas  of  stud\  the 
local  committee  will  be  con¬ 
cerned  with  MeOeery  said 
are  ai  recent  major  flooding 
and  the  new  data  they  have 
brought  to  engineers  attention 
'  b  •  earth  movements  in  and 
about  the  East  Grand  Forks 
area.  'O  the  false  sense  of 
security  many  city  residents 
have  in  existing  levees  and 
flood  protection  structures  and 
'di  the  continual  rising  costs 
expended  by  local,  state  and 
federal  government  in  combat¬ 
ting  flood  emergencies  in  the  ci¬ 
ty 

During  the  1979  flood  here. 
McCleery  noted.  25  million 
sandbags  and  the  work  of 
thousands  of  people  mostly 
volunteers  ■  were  required  to 
protect  the  community  1.000 
feet  of  new  levee  was  con¬ 
structed  and  18.500  feet  of  old 
levee  was  upgraded  at  a  flood 
emergency  expense  of  SI 
million 

Over  18  8  million  in 
damages  were  sustained  and 
So  J  million  in  damages  were 
prevented  as  a  result  of 
emergency  work."  he  said 


N-B-14 


-  Single  Copy  -  15  Cents 


City  Proposed  to  be  DNR: 

Flood  ‘Test’  Community 


The  possibility  of  East  Grand  Forks  becoming  a  “test” 
community  under  a  Hazardous  Mitigation  Assistance 
(HMA)  Program  was  discussed  at  a  special  meeting  of  the 
Flood  Control  meeting  Tuesday  evening. 

Pat  Bloomgren,  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR) 
representative,  informed  the  committee  that  DNR  is  look¬ 
ing  for  a  community  to  participate  in  a  program  that 
would  stress  “non-structural”  activies  to  reduce  losses 
(monetary  and  life)  due  to  floods  such  as  witnessed  by 
the  community  over  the  years.  She  pointed  out  that 
federal/state  assistance  to  communities  that  have  had 
repeated  cases  of  flood  losses  may  not  be  forthcoming  in 
the  future  without  the  latter  taking  some  plan  of  action 
tp  assure  that:  zoning  ordinances  are  enforced  to  prevent 
the  construction  of  buildings  within  the  flood  plain;  that 
existing  structures  within  the  flood  plain  are  looked  at  in 
view  of  their  removal  therefrom  and  that  residents  are 
advised  of  the  necessity  of  obtaining  Flood  Insurance  and 


are  informed  of  what  action  they  should  take  to  protect 
their  lives  and  property  from  flood  losses  (non-structural 
activities  vs.  “structural”  activities  such  as  permanent 
dikes). 

The  Committee  in  turn,  informed  Bloomgren,  that  they 
were  interested  in  participating  in  the  HMA  program  (To 
prepare  a  Plan  of  Action)  and  look  forward  to  DNR’s  selec¬ 
tion  of  East  Grand  Forks  as  a  “test”  community.  In  other 
action,  the  committee  heard  from  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineer  representative'Martin  McGeery  who: 

*  Informed  the  group  that  a  survey  team  would  be 
taking  elevations  along  the  Grand  Marias  and  Red  Lake 
River  to  update  existing  data,  and 

*  Advised  the  Committee  that  it  would  probably  be 
February  1984  before  any  final  action  (report)  would  be 
prepared  to  alleviate  the  flood  situation  affecting  the 
community  and  that  it  would  be  January  1987  before 
any  contruction  activities  thereon  would  be  started. 


N-B-15 


EAST  GRAND  FORKS  EXPONENT  -  March  26,  1981 


Flood  committee  talks  “measures” 


In  their  monthly  meeting  with 
Martin  McCleery,  study 
manager  for  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  members  of  the 
East  Grand  Forks  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Committee,  Monday, 
discussed  measures  that  might 
be  used  in  an  overall  program 
of  flood  damage  reduction. 


McCleery  defined  16 
measures  and  the  advantages 
and  disadvantages  of  each  as  it 
applies  to  the  East  Grand  Forks 
area  and  its  flood  problems  in 
his  presentation. 

The  measures  are:  dams  and 
reservoirs;  levees,  floodwalls 
and  closures;  channel  work: 


diversion;  watershed  treat¬ 
ment;  flood  forecasting  and 
warning  systems;  temporary 
and  permanent  evacuation  of 
property;  floodproofing; 
removing  substandard  struc¬ 
tures  subject  to  repeated  flood 
damage  and  converting  the 
areas  to  open  space  uses  only, 


floodplain  zoning;  establishir. 
subdivision  regulations  to  in 
sure  that  new  land  uses  art 
compatible  with  the  severity  of 
known  flood  hazards;  building 
codes;  development  policies  for 
uses  of  floodplain  areas;  tax  ad¬ 
justments  that  discourage  land 
development  in  flood  hazard 
areas;  flood  insurance;  and 
emergency  operations. 

McCleery  asked  committee 
members  to  give  him  their  opi¬ 
nions  about  the  advantages  and 
disadvantages  of  each  of  these 
measures  as  a  preparatory  step 
to  formulating,  by  this  fall,  a 
specific  plan  that  includes  all 
measures  believed  to  be  most 
effective  in  providing  flood  pro¬ 
tection. 


EXPONENT  -  April  23,  1981 
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APRIL  23,  1981 


Flood  control 
ideas  discussed 
with  McCleery 


Dams,  reservoirs,  permanent 
levees,  floodwalls,  closures, 
channel  cleanouts,  diversions 
and  watershed  district  projects 
*he  flood  control  measures 
ssed  Tuesday  when 
.  jers  of  the  East  Grand 
Forks  Flood  Control  Committee 
held  their  monthly  meeting  with 
Martin  McCleery. 

McCleery,  study  manager  for 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
has  had  the  local  committee 
discussing  advantages  and 
disadvantages  of  various  flood 
control  measures  for  three 
meetings  as  preparation  for 
designing  an  overall  flood  con¬ 
trol  master  plan  for  the  city. 

The  measures  discussed 
Tuesday  are  all  ones  that  East 
Grand  Forks  has  not  been  using 
or  depending  on  in  recent  years. 

In  each  discussion,  commit¬ 
tee  members  have  been  asked 
to  think  of  the  advantages  and 
disadvantages  of  each  measure 
from  a  city  government  point  of 
view.  Tuesday’s  meeting  spell¬ 
ed  out  a  number  of  disadvan¬ 
tages. 

Dams  and  reservoirs  con¬ 
structed  on  rivers  and  major 
tributaries  that  feed  ground- 
ts  running  into  East  Grand 
maybe  helpful  much  of 
jme  in  storing  large  quan¬ 
tities  of  water.  But  there  are 
times,  discussion  noted,  when 
extremely  heavy  rains  fall  on 


saturated  ground.  Reservoirs 
then,  would  not  help  and  could 
complicate  a  flood  threat. 

So-called  “permanent” 
levees,  floodwalls  or  closures  do 
not  offer  permanent  protection. 
Each  of  them  will  be  over¬ 
topped  at  some  future  date,  Mc¬ 
Cleery  said.  The  big  question  is 
how  many  decades  or  centuries 
one  might  adequately  serve 
before  it  is  topped. 

Jim  Gander,  city  council 
president,  noted  the  lack  of 
solid  subterranean  footing 
along  the  river  banks  in  this 
area  make  it  difficult  to  main¬ 
tain  large,  heavy  structures. 
"We  could  not  just  put  these 
large  structures  in  and  leave 
them.  We  would  have  continual 
maintenance  expense  with 
•  them  . . .  plus  the  maintenance 
of  accompanying  equipment 
like  pumps  and  electrical 
gear,”  he  added. 

Gary  Sanders,  consulting 
engineer  for  the  city,  also  cited 
difficulties,  because  of  the  way 
in  which  such  large  structures 
are  designed,  of  adding  to  the 
top  of  levees  when  flood  waters 
threaten  to  top  them. 

Extensive  cleaning  out  and 
widening  of  the  Red  River  chan¬ 
nel  in  this  vicinity,  in  order  to 
speed  the  flow  of  floodwaters 
past  East  Grand  Forks,  was 

Please  see  FLOOD,  Page  3 


seriously  studied  in  the 
mid-1950s,  according  to  Mc¬ 
Cleery.  Even  then,  the  cost  of 
such  work  in  relation  to  the 
relief  it  could  be  expected  to 
provide  made  this  measure 
unfeasible,  he  added. 

Gander  noted  again  the 
unstable  conditions  of  the 
subterranean  ground  along  the 
Red  River  banks  and  said  ma¬ 
jor  dredging  of  the  Red  would 
likely  result  in  severe  damage 
to  many  buildings  in  the  city 
from  a  shifting  of  their  founda¬ 
tions. 

Sanders  underscored  the  in¬ 
creased  dangers  that  would  be 
inflicted  on  communities 
downstream  by  channelization 
work. 

Diversion  of  Red  Lake  River 
floodwaters  through  the  Grand 
Marais  Coulee  to  bypass  East 
Grand  Forks  and  empty  into  the 
Red  River  a  few  miles  further 
north  was  opposed  by  large 
numbers  of  Marais  residents  at 
a  public  hearing  held  last 
November  at  the  Regency  Inn. 

Besides  the  strong  record 
already  on  file  labeling  this 
diversion  measure  "socially 
unacceptable”  to  Marais 
residents,  McCleery  said  there 
is  a  big  question  many  have 
about  the  cost  feasibility  of  such 
a  measure. 


He  noted  Army  Corps  offices 
in  St.  Paul  are  currently  work¬ 
ing  on  a  study  of  the  economic 
impact  of  such  a  diversion, 
seeking  to  show  how  the  dollar 
value  of  property  saved  in  East 
Grand  Forks  by  such  a  diver¬ 
sion  would  compare  to  the 
dollar  value  of  property  losses 
that  it  would  inflict  on  Marais 
landowners. 

There  is  a  big  question  if  such 
a  diversion  would  take  care  of 
sufficient  amounts  of  water  to 
provide  East  Grand  Forks  with 
considerable  savings  in  proper¬ 
ty  losses,  McCleery  indicated. 

Sanders  again  questioned  the 
propriety  of  “Passing  our  water 
problems  onto  others  . . .  even 
though  that’s  how  we  get  a  lot  of 
ours.” 

Some  Marais  area  residents 
attending  the  meeting  decried 
the  State  of  Minnesota's  failure 
to  stringently  control  farm  dit¬ 
ching  in  noting  the  excessive 
amounts  of  floodwaters  that 
come  from  farms  to  the  east 
and  simply  flow  crosscountry 
over  the  flat  lands  of  the  Red 
River  Valley. 

Measures  watershed  districts 
may  take  to  try  and  control 
flooding  in  the  Red  River  Valley 
were  criticized  as  often  being 
ineffectual  because  they  deal 
with  water  problems  that 
should  be  approached  and  dealt 
with  on  a  river  basin  basis. 
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Flood  Prone  Areas 
to  be  Surveyed 

As  part  of  the  Flood  Control  Study,  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  St.  Paul  District  Corps  of 
Engineers  in  the  Minnesota  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  will  be  conducting  a  sur¬ 
vey  of  homes  within  the  city  during  the  weeks 
of  July  20th  and  27th. 

The  purpose  of  the  survey  is  to  gather  , 

possible  flood  damage  data  through  eleva- 
tion  analysis. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the 
survey,  contact  Dave  Mack,  Clerk-Treasurer 
(Tel:  773-2483)  or  talk  to  one  of  the  field 
representatives  who  will  be  in  your  area. 


EAST  GRAND  FORKS  EXPONENT 
October  22,  1981 


FLOOD  CONTROL:  CITY  ELECTION  CAMPAIGN  ISSUE 
November  3,  1981 


The  appearance  before  the  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce  by  the  candidates  in  the  Nov.  3  East 
Grand  Forks  city  election  Monday  noon  at  the 
-  Eagles  Club  failed  to  turn  up  any  burning  new 
Issues  for  this  fall’s  campaign. 

Instead,  the  nine  candidates,  who  made  three- 
minute  presentations  to  the  luncheon  gathering 
of  about  60  chamber  members  and  others,  dealt 
with  the  subjects  of  tightened  city  finances, 
Iflood  control  needs  jthe  Minnesota  tax  disadvan¬ 
tages  for  businesses,  and  the  idea  of  re-opening 
DeMers  Avenue  to  through  traffic. 

The  order  of  the  formal  presentations  was 
determined  by  lot 

The  first  of  the  mayor  candidates  was  incum¬ 
bent  Louis  Murray.  “I  like  being  mayor,"  he 
said,  explaining  that  he  gets  satisfaction  from 
helping  people  and  working  for  the  community. 
In  his  retirement  he  said,  he'can  be  a  full-time 
mayor.  , 

“rm  proud  of  East  Grand  Forks,”  he  said,  ad¬ 
ding  that  those  in  city  government  are  “honest 
beyond  reproach." 

He  said  East  Grand  Forks  is  a  national  model 
for  flood-fighting,  has  excellent  services  and 
parks.  The  new  arena  under  construction  in 
O’Leary  Park,  he  said,  is  being  built  without  a 
bond  issue  and  the  community  "should  get  down 
on  our  knees  and  thank  the  Blue  Line  Club.”  • 

Mayor  candidate  Robert  Gaddie  said  he  had 
no  criticisms  of  city  government  and  that  his 
candidacy  was  based  on  three  reasons,  all  deal¬ 
ing  with  business  improvements. 

They  included  that  he  would  like  to  see  a 
clothing  store  in  East  Grand  Forks  as  a  part  of 
increased  business  offerings ;  that  a  small  clinic 
be  started  and  a  doctor  be  recruited  to  the  city, 
and  the  need  for  more  tax  and  business ’dollars 
to  stay  in  East  Grand  Forks. 

“There  is  nothing  finer  than  the  city  services 
and  people  of  East  Grand  Forks,"  he  said.  And. 
concerning  proposals  to  re-open  DeMers.  he  ad¬ 
ded,  ‘‘There  is  no  way  to  re-open  DeMers.  It  was 
a  bfid  thing  when  it  was  done  and  it’s  too  bad." 

Ronald  Olson,  who  followed  Gaddie, 
countered  that  DeMers  "can  be  re-opened  —  if 
both  parties  agree.  And,  there  can  be  pressure 
brought  to  bear.  If  we  do  it  collectively,  it  can  be 
done." 


He  called  the  closing  of  the  avenue  “the  right 
thing  at  the  time”  but  said  it  has  "been  proven 
to  be  wrong," 

~  “I  think  I  can  prove  to  be  a  good  mayor,”  he 
said. 

Alderman-at-large  candidates  —  incumbent 
Paul  Hanson  and  challengers  Steve  Gorman 
and  Roland  Flattum-Riemers,  all  residents  of 
the  “northside”  —  continued  on  the  same 
issues. 

All  three  mayor  candidates  are  city  natives. 

Gorman  said  the  estaDlishment  of  permanent 
flood  control  structures  is  the  number  one 
priority  item  facing  the  city  and  tied  it  closely  to 
his  second  main  issue,  an  effort  to  attract  new 
businesses  and  industries. 

“We  can’t  very  well  begin  to  encourage  new 
businesses  to  locate  here  until  we  can  pro:  .ise 
them  substantial  protection  against  periodic 
heavy  flooding,"  he  said. 

“In  the  highly  competitive  battle  with  our 
(North  Dakota)  neighbors  for  new  businesses,” 
Gorman  added,  “We’re  at  the  edge  of  getting 
something  done  to  better  our  (bargaining)  posi¬ 
tion. 

“We  have  to  be  in  better  touch,  continual 
touch  with  St.  Paul,  with  officials  there,  with 
departments  there,  and  with  our  legislators 
there  to  get  the  job  done.” 

Hanson,  as  a  member  of  the  city  council 
finance  committee,  warned  the  city  is  going  to 
have  to  make  some  cuts  in  services  in  the  years 
immediately  ahead  to  maintain  a  balanced 
budget  and  added,  "I  believe  I  have  some  good 
ideas  on  just  how  this  can  be  done.” 

A  member  of  the  council’s  parks  and  recrea¬ 
tion  committee,  also,  he  helped  launch  the 
winter  basketball  program  for  third,  fourth, 
fifth  and  sixth  grade  girls  and  boys  and  was  a 
founder  of  the  East  Grand  Forks  Boosters  Club. 
He  told  the  luncheon  audience,  “We  are  second 
to  none  in  the  State  of  Minnesota  with  our  youth 
programs  in  this  city  and  I  will  continue  to  work 
to  keep  it  that  way." 

He  had  similar  words  of  praise  for  this  city’s 
fire  department  and  stated  he  would  “definitely 
support”  efforts  to  move  ahead  with  a  proposal 
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to  build  an  area  senior  citizens  building  in  East 
Grand  Forks. 

To  improve  efficiency  in  city  operations  and 
communications  between  city  officials  and  city 
employees,  Hanson  said  he  would  work  to 
establish  a  program  requiring  city  department 
beads  to  meet  at  least  once-a-month  with  their 
employees. 

To'  help  expand  the  East  Grand  Forks 
business  community,  Flaftum-Riemers  sug¬ 
gested  two  points:  (1)  establishment  of  an  effec¬ 
tive  inter-city  bus  system  between  Grand  Forks 
and  East  Grand  Forks  and  (21  establishment  of 
a-  basic,  small-t<>begin-with,  airport  facility 
east  of  the  city. 

“I  like  to  ask  ‘why?’  and  ‘how  come?' 
whenever  I  hear  of  another  government  pro¬ 
gram,”  he  said,  in  complaining  that  the  elevator 
addition  to  city  hall  to  make  city  council 
chambers  accessible  to  handicapped  citizens 
still  does  not  offer  the  ready  access  it  was  built 
to  provide. 

Flattum-Riemers  also  contends  that  East 
Grand  Forks  violates  state  open  meetings  laws 
when  its  civil  service  board  holds  closed 
meetings. 

Jim  Mongoven,  incumbent  alderman  in  the 
4th  Ward,  who  is  unopposed  for  re-election, 
noted  he  has  served  in  the  post  since  1970  and 
added,  "I  enjoy  the  job  and  intend  to  continue 
doing  the  best  job  I  can  of  representing  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  my  ward.”  i 

Only  two  of  the  four  candidates  running  for 
alderman  in  the  2nd  Ward  appeared  at  the  lun¬ 
cheon.  They  were  Dale  Helms  and  Karl  Lind¬ 
quist. 

Helms  said  he  is  running  because  several 
ward  residents  asked  him  to  run  for  the  job  four 
years  ago  and  again  this  year. 


‘‘I’m  not  going  to  stand  here  and  tell  you  how  I 
would  save  the  city  so  much  money  because  I 
wouldn’t  be  able  to  do  it  alone.  That’s  a  job  that 
will  take  the  combined  efforts  of  the  city  coun¬ 
cil.  city  employees  and  all  city  residents  pulling 
together,”  he  said. 

Lindquist  said  he  is  not  convinced  the  city  will 
have  to  cut  services  because  of  expected 
declines  in  federal  and  state  financial  aids  in  the 
years  ahead.  "The  answer  maybe  for  us  to  seek 
out  more  efficient  ways  of  doing  things,"  he  pro¬ 
posed. 

He  said  he  is  a  candidate  because  he  believes 
East  Grand  Forks  is  "a  great  place  to  live  and  I 
think  it  should  be  preserved. ..I  believe  I  have 
the  qualifications  to  help  do  this.” 

Lindquist  opened  a  law  practice  here  about n 
year  ago  after  graduating  from  the  UND  Law 
School  in  1980.  He  also  teaches  part-time  in  the 
management  department  of  the  UND  College  of 
Business  and  Public  Administration  One  of  the 
courses  he  teaches  is  corporate  finance  He  also 
holds  a  bachelors  degree  in  mechanical 
engineering  from  the  University  of  Minnesota 
and  masters  degree  in  business  administration 
from  the  University  of  Northern  Iowa. 

Responding  to  criticism  he  is  a  “professional 
student,”  Lindquist  cited  the  employment 
background  he  has  compiled  along  with  his 
schooling.  He  worked  as  manager  of  a  plant  in 
Minneapolis  that  manufactured  hockey  sticks 
and  later  as  director  of  engineering  for 
Waterloo  Industries  in  Iowa.  3  firm  that 
manuiactured  tool  chests,  tool  cabinets  and 
other  products. 

Incumbent  Al  LaFave,  who  was  out  of  town, 
and  Mike  Ivey,  2nd  Ward  candidates,  were  not 
present. 

None  of  the  candidates  were  asked  any  ques¬ 
tions  from  the  audience. 
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EGF  flood 
control  unit 
hears  study 

By  Kim  Yeager 

Herald  Staff  Writer 

The  news  Martin  McCleery  brought 
Monday  to  the  East  Grand  Forks  Flood 
Control  Commmittee  probably  is 
heartening  for  Fisher,  Minn.,  area 
landowners. 

He  told  those  present  his  findings 
more  or  less  “rule  out"  the  plan  to  di¬ 
vert  Red  Lake  River  water  into  Grand 
Marais  Creek  near  Fisher  to  lower  the 
urban  flood  level. 

McCleery  is  a  U  S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  representative  and  project 
manager  of  a  study  to  recommend  by 
October  1984  long-range  flood  protec¬ 
tion  measures  for  East  Grand  Forks. 

Fisher  area  residents  weren't  happy 
with  the  suggested  diversion.  They 
worried  it  would  devalue  farmland, 
threaten  crops  and  endanger  wildlife 
along  the  Grand  Marais. 

But  in  a  preliminary  analysis  pre¬ 
sented  Monday  night,  McCleery  told 
committee  members  the  idea  could 
work,  but  it  isn’t  cost-effective. 

“The  Grand  Marais  coulee  diver¬ 
sion,  as  a  single  flood-control  measure, 
cannot  completely  solve  East  Grand 
Forks'  flood  problem."  McCleery  read. 
Other  measures,  including  levees, 
would  be  required  even  if  the  diversion 
is  used. 

“I  think  what  we  re  showing  here  is 
that  it  won't  work ...  it  costs  too 
much,”  he  said,  pointing  out  one  of  the 
diversion  alternatives. 


It  outlined  replacement  of  12  road 
bridges  or  culvert  crossings  and  one 
railroad  bridge,  and  improving  10 
channel  miles.  This  would  divert  about 
one-third  of  the  Red  Lake  River  when 
it  and  the  coulee  are  at  the  level  of 
flow  that  occurs  during  a  100-year 
flood. 

The  cost:  An  estimated  $36.3  mil¬ 
lion,  McCleery  said,  with  benefits  from 
the  1.3-foot  water  level  decrease  to  be 
about  $421,000  a  year. 

“There’s  absolutely  no  way  that 
there’s  any  federal  interest  in  that  type 
of  a  project,"  McCleery  said. 

In  1980,  594  residents  of  seven  rural 
townships  signed  petitions  protesting 
the  proposal  because  the  diversion 
could  cause  an  overflow  of  floodwater 
to  adjacent  land. 

An  earlier  corps  report  showed 
about  100  rural  households  could  be  af¬ 
fected  and  about  three  square  miles  of 
farmland  could  flood  because  of  the 
potential  overflow. 

The  diversion  would  be  about  10 
miles  upstream  from  the  junction  of 
the  Red  River  of  the  North  and  the  Red 
Lake  River  at  East  Grand  Forks. 

In  addition  to  the  idea  of  improving 
the  coulee  to  aid  diversion  of  the  wa¬ 
ter,  McCleery  reviewed  four  other  al¬ 
ternatives. 

Similarly,  he  declared  them  not 
cost-effective,  although  one  plan,  call¬ 
ing  for  minimal  bridge  modifications 
and  channel  improvements  could  di¬ 
vert  6,500  cubic-feet-per-second  flow 
from  the  Red  Lake  River,  which  could 
result  in  a  l,2-foot  decrease  in  the  100- 
year  flood  stage. 

This  plan  “could  provide  a  signifi¬ 
cant  reduction  in  peak  flood  stages  in 
East  Grand  Forks  without  impacting 
upstream  areas,"  McCleery’s  report 
said. 

Another  alternatives,  which  would 
decrease  the  annual  flood  stage  at  East 
Grand  Forks  by  W  foot,  also  would 
raise  the  100-year  flood  level  at  Fisher 
by  4  to  5  feet  and  require  a  4,000-by-8- 
foot  levee  to  protect  Fisher  homes. 

Some  area  homeowners  present  ob¬ 
jected  to  the  diversion  on  that  point. 

McCleery  said  next  he’ll  study  the 
possibility  of  a  series  of  levees  in  East 
Grand  Forks  as  a  measure  to  combat 
flooding. 
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Marais  by  pass,  river 
work  not  the  answer 


By  themselves,  neither 
utilisation  of  the  Grand  Marais 
Coulee  as  a  diversion  for  Red 
Lake  River  overflow  nor 
enlarging  the  channel  and 
clearing  the  overbanks  along 
the  Red  River  would  provide 
major  flood  relief  for  East 
Grand  Forks.  At  least,  not  in  an 
economically  feasible  manner. 

These  are  the  results  of 
studies  presented  to  members 
of  the  East  Grand  Forks  Flood 
ontrol  Committee  Monday  by 
.artin  McCleery,  study 
manager  for  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers. 

In  each  case,  the  formal  study 
declares  that  the  flood  protec¬ 
tion  measure  reviewed  may 
have  some  feasibility  ‘only  in 
combination  with  other 
measures  such  as  ( the  building 
of)  levees"  in  or  near  East 
Grand  Forks. 

Enlarging  the  Red  River 
channel  was  considered 
previously  by  the  corps  of 
engineers  in  a  1953  study,  accor¬ 
ding  to  McCleery. 

The  1953  study  considered 
removing  timber  and  under¬ 
brush  along  a  16-mile  stretch  of 
the  river  extending  through  the 
metro  area  of  Grand  Forks  and 
East  Grand  Forks  and  reaching 
out  150  feet  on  each  side  of  the 
river.  It  also  included  enlarging 
the  river  channel  one  and  a  half 
miles  below  the  Red  Lake  Dam 
and  for  six  miles  upstream. 


“Hydraulic  studies  showed 
that  a  (flood-level)  stage  reduc¬ 
tion  by  such  channel  clearing 
would  not  exceed  a  maximum 
of  .4  of  a  foot;  that  the  cost  was 
not  justified;  that  the  extensive 
clearing  (of  the  banks  and 
neighboring  land)  was  un¬ 
favorable  to  land  owners  and 
would  result  in  right-of-way  and 
acquisition  problems;  that 
future  maintenance  (plans) 
would  not  be  acceptable  to  local 
interests;  that  the  river  banks 
were  extremely  unstable,  mak¬ 
ing  excavation  a  hazardous 
undertaking.  The  study  recom¬ 
mended  no  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  measure,”  accor¬ 
ding  to  McCleery's  review. 

The  1981  study  of  the  Red 
River  in  the  Grand  Forks  — 
East  Grand  Forks  area  con¬ 
sidered  “extensive  widening 
and  deepening  measures  in 
combination  with  two  channel 
cutoffs  across  meanders... The 
plan  required  a  finished  chan¬ 
nel  bottom  width  of  1,200  feet  to 
(allow  for  passage  of)  the 
100-year  flood  discharge  and  ex¬ 
tensive  modification  to  all  road 
and  rail  bridges.  In  addition, 
there  would  be  significant  en¬ 
vironmental  effect  because  the 
designed  channel  would  require 
removal  of  most  forest  cover 
along  the  river,"  states  the 
review. 

McCleery's  conclusion  after 
his  review  of  the  previous 
studies  of  proposals  to  clear  the 
Red  River  banks  and  deepen 
and/or  widen  its  channel  reads  r 


“Channel  modifications  as  a 
single  flood-damage  reduction 
measure  for  East  Grand  Forks 
is  not  economically,  en¬ 
vironmentally  or  socially  feasi¬ 
ble.” 

A  number  of  different  ap¬ 
proaches  to  utilizing  the  Grand 
Marais  Coulee  as  a  diversion 
for  Red  Lake  River  overflow 
are  considered  in  that  study 

One  considers  the  im¬ 
provements  that  would  have  to 
be  made  along  the  coulee  if  it 
were  to  carry  one-third  of  the 
overflow  from  the  Red  Lake 
River  at  a  time  when  both  the 
coulee  and  the  river  were  hit  by 
a  100-year  flood.  Required 
would  be  10  miles  of  channel  im¬ 
provement,  including  a  200-foot 
wide  bottom,  numerous 
cutoffs, the  replacement  of  12 
road  bridges  or  culvert  cross¬ 
ings  and  one  railroad  bridge. 
Total  first  costs  of  this  plan  are 
estimated  at  $36,314,000  and  the 
resulting  average  annual 
economic  benefits  from  the 
1.3-foot  decrease  in  the  100-year 
flood  stage  at  East  Grand  Forks 
would  be  about  $421,000. 

"A  comparison  of  benefits 
with  costs  yields  an  unfavorable 
benefit-cost  ratio  of  .2,"  Mc¬ 
Cleery  concludes. 

Also  considered  were  two  pro¬ 
posals  to  forego  any  im¬ 
provements  along  the  coulee  or 
make  only  very  minimal  ones 
and  build  a  diversion  structure 
that  would  increase  the  100-year 
flood-level  at  Fisher  by  half  a 
foot. 
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The  crest  of  such  a  diversion 
structure  could  not  be  higher 
than  838  feet  and,  if  no  im¬ 
provements  were  made  along 
the  coulee,  such  a  structure 
could  divert  1,000  cubic-feet- 
per-second  (cfs)  at  a  time  when 
the  100-year  flood  was  running. 
This  would  reduce  the  flood 
stage  at  East  Grand  Forks  by 
only  one-tenth  of  a  foot,  which  is 
insignificant. 

Coulee  improvements  that 
would  be  needed  to  raise  the 
amount  of  the  diversion  to  8,500 
cfs  during  a  100-year  flood 
would  require  a  minimum  of  10 
miles  of  channel  improvements 
and  the  modification  of  13 
bridges  and  road  crossings.  The 
existing  coulee  bottom  would  be 
dropped  five  additional  feet,  a 
bottom  width  of  150  feet  would 
be  maintained,  with  a  l-on-3 
side  slope. 

Total  first  costs  of  this  plan 
are  estimated  at  310,432,000  and 
the  corresponding  average  an¬ 
nual  economic  benefits  accru¬ 
ing  to  East  Grand  Forks  from 
the  resulting  one-half-foot 
decrease  in  the  100-year  flood- 
stage  would  be  about  3488,100. 
This  yields  an  unfavorable 
benefit-to*cost  ratio  of  .6,  Mc- 
Cleery  concludes. 

''Instead  of  making  channel 
improvements,  if  the  diversion 
crest  elevation  was  raised  to 
open  at  842  feet,  then  a  diver¬ 


sion  of  6,500  cfs  could  still  be 
realized  and  result  in  a 
decrease  of  half  of  foot  in  the 
flood  stage  at  East  Grand 
Forks. 

However,  such  an  increase  in 
the  height  of  the  crest  elevation 
of  the  diversion  structure  would 
raise  the  flood  stage  at  Fisher 
for  the  100-year  flood  by  from 
four  to  five  feet  andrequire  the 
construction  of  4,000-foot-by-8- 
foot-high  levy  to  protect  Fisher 
property,  according  to  Mc- 
Cleery’s  study. 

“A  comparison  of  benefits  to 
cost  yield  a  marginally 
favorable  benefit-cost  ratio  of 
1.1,”  he  notes  in  discussing  thi3 
plan. 

In  concluding  his  formal 
study  of  Grand  Marais  Coulee 
diversion  proposals,  McCleery 
states,  “No  Grand  Marais 
coulee  alternative  can  com¬ 
pletely  solve  East  Grand  Forks 
flooding  problem.  At  best,  (the 
plan  which  calls  for  building  a 
diversion  structure  with  a  crest 
elevation  of  842  feet)  may  have 
feasibility  but  only  in  combina¬ 
tion  with  other  measures  such 
as  levees.” 
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Grand  Marais  Flood 
D  iversion  Out 


TV  possible  use  of  the  Grand 
Mimi  coulee  (■  i  di*mion  01 
R«d  Lake  River  flood  flow  to 
protect  the  Greater  Last  Grand 
Fork*  area  m  ail  boui  '  ruied-out" 
m  a  study  conducted  by  the  l  S 


■r  F  ^ 


c/bmem/je*? 

The  /9,9  flood  of  the  Crnrury  TV  Apartment  Camples  on  the  left  received 
considerable  ttruaurai  damage  is  /food  waten  of  the  Red  Like  Rtver  tbukground) 
and  Red  River  of  the  Sorth  ( foreground  >  raised  at  their  confluence  on  the  Hwne- 
tota  Point  The  Red  River  of  the  S'orth  creeled  at  49  09  feet  on  Thursday  April  26 


Army  (  orps  of  l  ngincrrt  and  re 
girted  upon  bv  men  represents 
ti»e  Martin  Wc<  iters  <Si  Paul 
Dim..  1 1  at  t  Fiutid  Cfinlrot 
meeting  Here  Monday  evening 

McCIcery  indicted  ilui  the 
Corps  had  studied  the  feasibility 
of  prising  Oows  through  the  23 
rtuie  coulee  io  redu.e  flood 
damage*  here  and  found  that  the 
Grand  Marais  diversion  on 
either  in  improved  or  uhim 
proved  basis  was  either  in 
significant  '  not  economic*!" 
or  posed  flood  threat!  to  rev- 
denu  within  the  Fisher  area 
(The  Corpt  of  Engineer*  prelim 
inary  trial,  us  ol  (he  Grand 
Marau  diversion  accompanies 
thu  artu.lt  I 

The  Corps  also  studied  the 
pomibliti  of  .tearing  the  Red 
River  of  the  North  .hannel  ol 
treey  and  snags  i  alto  reported  in 
this  mue  i  within  a  1 6  rruie  area 
of  the  metropolitan  area  and 


deiermmed  tha'  "channel  modi- 
fi.ation  aa  a  single  flood  dam 
*|r  reduction  measure  is  not 
eLonorru^afty  environmentally 
or  socially  feasible  " 

As  the  reports  were  presented 
and  discussed  .t  became  more 
apparent  that  the  .oiutructior- 
of  •permanent  duet"  within  the 
metropolitan  area  »u  me  moil 
important  posable  solution  to 
flood  control  problems  within 
the  immediate  area  Such  con¬ 
struction  of  levees  would  entail 
the  relocation  of  several  house¬ 
holds  within  the  community 
and  the  question  aroused  as  to 
the  cost,  bene  fit  ratios  would 
be  under  such  circumstance*  and 
bow  the  city  could  posaibly  pav 
for  such  a  protect  The  proposal 
to  construct  levees  within  the 
metropolitan  area  wiJJ  be  Oil 
cuiacd  at  the  neai  Rood  Con 
trol  meeting  io  be  held  Febr.tr. 
25th  si  JO  p  m  in  the  Chamber 
of  Commerce  conference  room 


Eau  Oread  Fork.  PVa«  I  COM 


Grand  Marais  Coulee 
Diversion  Measure 

Fretatamy  Aaalyms  im  1  9*2 


Grand  Mareu  Coulee  begins  near  the  Red  Lake  Riv 
r  at  Fisher  Minnesota  and  fi lends  northwesterly  23 
.neai  rruies  to  ns  intersection  with  the  Red  Rjver  10 
tules  downstream  of  East  Grand  Forks  aa  shown  in 
i*ure  l  The  coulee  with  s  total  drainage  area  of  2"  5 
duare  iruiei  has  a  meandering  drainage  course  with 
•  total  channel  length  of  42  4  mile*  Typical  channel 
<ndth  and  depth  upstream  of  road  doming*  are  about 
220  and  b  feet  respectively  The  average  channel 
sndth  is  1 50  feet  The  coulee  is  crowed  by  28  bndges 
uvd  culverts  with  numerous  drainage  ditches  entering 
dong  its  mam  course 

Land  use  along  the  coulee  is  almost  entirely  agncul- 
mral  with  scattered  residential  clusm  Agriculture! 
rrecttcet  eitend  up  to  the  natural  channel  along  a 
isajoe  portion  of  the  coulee  while  other  agricultural 
ireaa  are  separated  from  the  coulee  by  narrow  inter¬ 
nment  anps  of  revenn*  woodland  wetland  and' or 
pasture  Numbcrou*  small  alack  water  pools  are  loca¬ 
ted  along  the  coulee  downstream  of  the  U  S  Highway 
croswng  Natural  flow*  vary  from  little  or  no  flow 
3 using  late  summer  and  winter  to  an  estimated  3.540 
.ft  during  a  I  -percent  chance  flow  it  the  Minnesota 
State  Highway  220  bridge  crossing  north  of  Last 
Grand  Forks.  Hydraulic  audies  indicate  an  existing 
benh  full  channel  or  aero  damage  flow  capacity  of 
•bout  2.950  efi  The  current  channel  is  servely  re¬ 
stricted  by  numerous  anal)  bndgn  and  cul  rere 
.-toning  and  scattered  areas  of  trees,  shrub*,  and 
cal  tad  marshes 

The  coulee  support*  a  variety  of  smell  mammals, 
amphibians,  and  witet  fowl  Beaver  are  present 
along  the  lower  reaches  Several  species  of  duck, 
tong  and  shorebtrds  use  the  alack  water  pools  for 
feeding,  nesting  end  resting  areas 


Chirm |  high  flood  flow*  on  the  Red  Lake  River 
overflow*  have  entered  the  coulee  Locals  have  aig- 
gesiad  using  the  coulee,  improved  or  unimproved,  to 
pass  a  designated  portion  of  Red  Lake  River  flood 
flow*  through  the  coulee  which  in  turn  would  reduce 
flood  stages  and  damages  in  East  Grand  Forks.  Minne¬ 
sota 


Frsor  trudisa  evaluated  the  feasibliry  of  punng 
flows  through  the  coulee  by  improvements  to  the 
OMtoe  TV  inaJyms  indicated  that  an  improved 


channel  with  a  I  50-foot  bon  ora  width  and  will  all 
bridges  nan d  to  the  channel  cross  section  ut  areas 
of  heavy  shrub*  and  trees  removed  would  hare  ■ 
benk  full  capacity  of  2.500  cfs 

Feek  flows  greeter  than  7.500  cfs  would  exceed 
Vnk-fuU  ca peaty  and  rwadt  m  inundation  tad 
damage  to  several  adjacent  farmsteads  Tbwprovy 
aon  of  additional  overflow*  from  the  Rad  Lhke 
River  without  widening  and  beulge  modification 
woild  raise  flood  levels  along  the  coulee 

Improvements  to  divert  10.500  cfs  (approximately 
13  the  Red  Lake  River  Oow)  from  the  Rad  Lake 
Rrew  >t  its  t  -percent  chance  flow  into  tha  coulee 
at  its  I  -percent  chance  flow  would  require  tea  miles 
of  unproved  channel  with  a  200-foot  bottom  sndth 
together  with  numerous  cvtofTi  Also  leqtmed  would 
be  the  replacement  of  1 2  road  bndgm  oe  cohere 
cromngs  snd  1  railroad  bridge  Total  ftm  cores  for 
tha  plan  wm  remind  at  SM  J  14.000  or  aa  annual 
coat  of  S2.503  000  Carrreporaltng  s  atp  — nsl 
beneflts  from  the  I  j  foot  d scream  m  tv  I  percent 
Oood  aage  at  East  Grand  Forts  US  65  mm  would  V 
approximately  1421.000  A  comparison  of  benefits 
with  COM  yields  an  unfavorable  benefit-cost  ratio 
of  0  2 


As  the  current  study  prognmed  it  wm  aiggested 
that  an  unimproved  coulee  along  with  i  dreersson 
■rucrure  on  Hie  Red  Lake  River  may  be  s  practical 
measure  for  reducing  flood  damages  it  East  Grand 
Forks  TV  concept  was  to  allow  overflow*  to  seek 
the  natural  floodplain  of  the  coulee  snihowt  B*od> 
fytngthe  bndges  or  channel  aior*  (V  coulee  or  If 
nerrsaary  make  only  mi/umuiti  modi  Acs  uona 
TV  analyaa  conadered 

1  ■  >  Suing  a  di«er«on  structure  creating  no  more 
than  s  M  foot  increaat  in  tv  1 -percent  flood  level  at 
Faher.  Minnesota  when  tV  1 -percent  flood  a  occur 
mg  on  the  Red  Lake  Rivet  and  coulee 

lei  What  a  the  impact  on  flood  levels  m  s  re¬ 
mit  of  no  modification  to  the  coulee’ 

fbi  WVt  u  the  imped  by  adding  m  i  mini¬ 
mum  amount  of  channel  improvement  end  provid¬ 
ing  bndgm  st  road  mmmg  on  the  channel' 

<2)  Suing  (ramng)  the  drverwon  « rucrure  to  dr 
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Idarrrn  MrQerrv  of  the  VS  Arm>  Carpi  of  Engineer*  <St  Peui  Duma  I  upper 
Uft  reel  with  member i  of  the  Flood  Committee  Honda*  evening  Mav-or  Conu 
Murrey  Orel  Detenu  Director  t Fire  Chief)  Dan  Format o  itnrrf  Superintendent 
Ed  Otowiti  are  pictured  wtth  McCleny  abo*e 
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Grand  Marais 


iConniuitd  '  fat*  / f 

vert  6500  cfs  during  the  I  -perccni  chance  Hood  on 
the  Red  Like  River  and  coulee 

<ai  What  a  the  impact  on  flood  level*  with  no 
modification  to  bridges  along  tht  coulee' 

(b>  Wllal  u  the  impact  on  flood  level*  wuh  modi 
fioitiori  to  Burlington  Northern  railroad  budge 
U  S  Kigh»»y  2  eroding' 
fUS  lAtfatftli 

By  limiting  an  ukium  vn  the  l  -percent  chance 
flood  to  **»  foot  at  Fuher.  Minnesota  the  elevation  of 
tbe  imt  of  the  daemon  ftnicture  cannot  exceed 
831  feet  Without  improvements  along  the  coulee 
l  000  cf*  could  be  diverted  »t  the  time  when  flow* 
along  the  Red  Laa*  Ri»er  and  coulee  were  at  the  l- 
perceni  chance  flow*  Thu  would  reduce  flood  stages 
at  East  Grand  Fork*  by  0  1  feet  II  became  ob»iou* 
that  without  modification  to  the  coulee  at  the  rei* 
are  ntimatod  at  10.43  :  000  or  an  annual  coal  oi 
'95 .96 1  Corresponding  average  annual  benefit* 
from  the  *s  foot  decrease  in  the  I -percent  flood  stage 
at  East  Grand  Forts  gage  would  be  approximately 
5488  100  A  comparison  ot  benefits  with  cost 
yields  sn  unfavorable  benefit  coat  ration  of  0  6 

ELAtt  :A  h.  3BiF'«urt3g.4i 

This  evaluation  look*  at  the  feasibility  of  raising 
the  elevation  of  the  diremon  atnicture  above  the 
838  crest  elevation  to  achieve  a  diversion  of  6.500 
if*  when  the  l  -percent  chance  flood  wai  occurring 
on  Red  Lake  River  and  coulee  A  diversion  creel  ele¬ 
vation  of  84'  would  be  required  if  no  improvements 
were  made  along  th*  coulee  With  improvement*  to 
the  railroad  bodges  and  U  S  Highway  2  croains  * 
crest  elevation  of  84 1  would  be  necesMry  These  in¬ 
crease  in  the  crest  cievaugn  would  raise  the  1  -per¬ 


cent  floodplain  at  Fisher  Minnesota  by  4-5  feet 
and  require  a  4  000  loot  by  8  foot  high  le*ee  to 
'protect  hornet  m  Fafier  Co»«»  lor  plan  2 A  are  rtti 
mated  si  56.01 5.000  or  an  annual  cost  of  5458  944 
Corresponding  average  annual  benefits  for  the  S 
foot  decrease  m  itagr  ai  East  Grand  Forks  would 
be  approsimatcly  588  100  A  comparison  of  bene¬ 
fits  with  cost  yield  a  marginal!'  unlavorable  benefit 
cost  ration  of  I  )  Plan  ;B  had  costs  estimated  at 
5’  .13 1 .000  or  an  annual  cost  of  5551  .'IS  wuh  an 
unfavorable  cost  benefit  ratio  of  0  9 
SLTdMAgV 

Tbe  Grand  Mama  coulee  diversion,  a*  a  single 
flood  control  measure  cannot  completely  aolvt  East 
Grand  Forks  flood  problem  Other  measurer  includ- 
kvees  at  East  Grand  Forks  will  be  required 

Without  significant  modification  (be  coulee's 
existing  physiography  provides  essentially  no  ca¬ 
pacity  to  paaa  eaceai  Red  Lake  River  flows  A  diver- 
eon  structure  alone  iPl*n  '  AI  cannot  put  sufficient 
flows  through  the  coulee  without  being  raised  to  an 
elevation  where  flgod  levels  would  significantly  im¬ 
pact  the  upstream  areas  to  include  the  communities 
of  Fisher  and  Crookston.  Minnesota  A  diversion 
structure  in  combination  with  bridge  modifications 
(Plan  2A  A  2B>  along  the  coulee  again,  cannot  past 
auflioent  flows  to  significantly  reduce  fl  >od  damages 
ai  East  Grand  Forks  without  impacting  upstream 
areas  However,  at  the  expense  of  economic  feasi¬ 
bility  and  substantially  high  economic,  environmental 
and  social  costs  a  diversion  structure  in  combination 
wuh  channel  modification  and  bridge  and  road 
croenng  modification  (Plan  I  B I  along  the  coulee 
could  provide  a  significant  reduction  in  peak  flood 
stages  in  East  Grand  Forks  without  impacting  up¬ 
stream  area*  This  plan  a  not  in  the  federal  interest 
No  Grand  Marais  coulee  alternative  can  completely 
solve  East  Grand  Forks  flooding  problem  At  bed 
plan  2A  may  lu«e  feasibility  but  only  in  combination 
wuh  other  measures  such  as  levees 


eng  of  the  diversion  structure  agm fleam  flows  cannot 

be  passed 

This  evaluation  looked  at  the  feasibility  of  passing 
flows  with  minimal  modification  to  bridges  and  min¬ 
imum  channel  improvements  along  the  coulee  To 


cent  chance  flow  into  the  coulee  at  us  I -percent 
chance  flow  would  require  •  minimum  of  10  mile*  of 
channel  improvements  and  (be  modification  to  I  3 
bridges  and  road  croeanp  The  ranting  -tunnel  would 
be  escevaied  approsimacclv  5  feet  below  the  current 
channel  bottom  maintaining  a  150  loot  bottom  width 
with  1  on  J  atde  sop*  Total  fust  coat*  for  ttu*  plan 


divert  6.500  efi  from  the  Rad  Lake  Rjver  at  its  1  -per 


We  «3on  t  know  why  but  each  Ume  we  heaj  *  difcTi»on 
of  how  to  io!vc  flood  control  problems  wiilun  Che  Yaikv 
the  answer  always  comes  bach  "Build  You?  Dikes  Higher 
Longer  md  Stronger  " 

True,  we  fw*e  heard  discussions  about  the  proposed 
Huot  Danued>  protect  impoundment  areas  flow  impedi¬ 
ments  tAroughoui  the  Red  Lake  Rod  Rj»«t  of  the  North 
lion  hut  each  time  such  protect*  are  Juauiaaed  Uiey  are 
found  to  be  to  hound  up  m  the  bureaucracy  of  Federal 
State  of  Minnesota  and  State  of  North  Dakota  hann 
authorttiaa  aod  and  conservation  districts  waterahed  daw 
tnctk  that  if  the  detune  of  just  the  paperwork  involving 
reporu  studies  auiu  and  counteract*  were  to  be  catted 
upon  the  Red  Rjver  ViOty  water*  -  »e  would  be  up  to 
our  ean  in  three-nng  binder*  and  bound  documents  that 
would  make  the  100  Year  Rood  look  like  *  trickle  from 
a  stream 

At  Rich  timet  we  can  not  help  but  wonder  what  hap  pended 
to  Congre*man  Sung  eland's  House  of  Representative  Sub¬ 
committee  findings  <re*uiui  and  the  suggestion  that  a  'Super 
Board"  be  created  to  tohre  the  flood  control  problems  through¬ 
out  the  VaUey 

We  |uca  their  tull  studying  .y  of  the  study  made  to 

determine  the  feasibility  of  controlling  Hoods  within  the 
Valiev  and  unui  their  report  of  the  report  baaed  upon  the 
initial  report  is  released  -  everyone  along  the  Valiev  will 
continue  to  aol*e  theu  flood  control  problemi  wnh  higher 
lon^s  aod  stronger  dikes 


ST  —\l  acTewanv,  ru»X>w*^. 
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CON  Si  OCRED  100  YEAR  R.000 
STRUCTURAL  ALTERNATIVES 


East  Grand  Forks  ftiaer  l  COM 


Channel  Modification 


The  feasibility  of  thn  measure  was  pul  mio  per 
spectres  by  Simon*  ind  king  iNiui  1 9<0  <  t  i  They 
ant  united  that  bv  clearing  a  imp  of  primary  over 
bank  I  SO  feet  wide  on  each  »de  of  the  channel  with 
the  channai  completely  clear  of  trees  and  magi  that 
I  Stag*  reduction  of  5  fret  *a>  poanbfe  if  done  fof  the 
entire  length  of  the  Red  Rives  oi  the  North 

The  Corpt  m  us  IPS)  study  ( 1 i  .onadcred  a  vhan- 
ntl  clearing  and  enlariement  measure  in  conjunction 
with  the  tut  honied  protect  The  mcaaure  con  tilled 
of  removing  timber  and  underbrush  from  a  16  mile 
reach  extending  through  the  metropolitan  area  I  JO 
fact  on  each  ode  of  the  channel  and  enlarge  the  chan 
net  I  i  miles  below  the  Rad  Lake  dam  and  upstream 
a  distance  of  6  ft  Jet  Two  ad  van  la  get  were  identified 
pvoviaon  of  a  larger  flood*  »y  (or  passage  of  tee  and 
reduced  flood  stages  Th«  study  concluded  that  ice  m 
the  reach  did  not  affect  peak  stages  of  flooding  as  a 
rtwilf  of  a  fairly  direct  .funnel  through  the  city  and  s 
wide  floodplain  immediately  below  the  nry  Hydrau 
bc  studies  showed  that  a  stage  reduction  by  channel 
cfeenng  would  not  eaceod  t  masimum  of  0  4  fret 
the  ccai  *m  not  justified  ihe  ettensve  .-leanng  m 
unfavorable  lo  land  owners  and  would  rrwili  m  right 
ol  way  and  vcqumtion  problems  that  future  mainte¬ 
nance  problems  would  noi  be  acceptablr  to  local  in 
teretta  that  the  escavsted  maienal  *aa  unauitabie  to» 


levee  embank  mem  and  the  river  banai  »m  e*;reme 
ly  unstable  making  excavation  a  hazardous  undenak 
ing  The  Study  recommended  r»o  funner  considers ti-  n 
of  this  msaaure 

The  Corps  1981  studv  <2>  reanalvied  snil  pos 
able  modifications  of  the  Red  Rivet  channel  through 
the  Grand  Forte-teat  Grand  Fotks  area  One  p,ar 
included  e  «le  naive  wide  rung  and  deepening  menu  ret 
in  combinaooo  with  two  channel  cutoffs  acroa 
meanders  as  shown  m  Fiftf*  I  The  plan  required  i 
fi rushed  channel  bottom  width  of  I  200  feet  to  psj* 
the  100-year  flood  discharge  and  etfenaree  moAfics 
oon  to  all  road  and  rail  bridges  In  addition  (here 
would  be  a^uficani  environmental  effect  becaus*  the 
icagned  channel  would  require  removal  o<  most 
forest  com  along  the  nm  Channel  modification 
was  not  coruadered  further  in  this  study 
SLUMAttV 

Channel  modification  as  a  single  flood  damage  re¬ 
duction  measure  for  East  Grand  Forks  is  nor  e.onom 
tcallv  envuo nme r.tall v  o*  socially  feasible  baaed  un 
previous  studies  at  beat  it  may  have  somr  limited 
application  in  combination  with  other  measures 
mch  as  levees 
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May  be  'economically  feasible'. 

Diking  plan  under  study 


An  initial  analysis  by  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  offices, 
which  was  described  as  “very 
preliminary  and  conceptual,” 
indicates  it  may  be  economical¬ 
ly  feasible  for  East  Grand 
Forks  to  obtain  flood  protection 
by  building  permanent  dikes 
and  levees. 

This  was  the  word  Martin  Mc- 
Cleery,  St.  Paul,  study  manager 
for  the  Corps,  brought  to  a 
meeting  of  the  East  Grand 
Forks  Flood  Control  Committee 
last  Thursday. 

McCleery  brought  with  him 
two  sets  of  maps  prepared  by 
Corps  offices,  both  of  which 
show  very  tentative  plans  for 
the  construction  of  several 
miles  of  permanent  earth 
levees  and  a  few  concrete  flood 
walls. 

Combined  with  the  raising  of 


some  road  and  street  levels  and 
temporary  sandbagging  in 
spots,  the  flood  walls  and  earth 
levees  would  provide  a  protec¬ 
tive  ring  around  the  whole  of  the 
city  —  including  all  of  the  nor- 
thside  and  The  Point  areas. 

One  set  of  maps  portrayed 
construction  that  would  be 
needed  to  protect  the  city  from 
that  level  of  flooding  that  could 
be  expected  here  once  every  100 
years.  Preliminary  cost  figures 
for  this  project  —  for  construc¬ 
tion  and  for  purchase  of  land, 
easements  and  rights-of-way  - 
total  $12  to  $14  million. 

The  second  set  portrays  the 
construction  needed  to  protect 
the  city  from  levels  of  flooding 
that  might  occur  between  100 
and  500  years.  Called  the  "Stan¬ 
dard  Flood  Protection 
Project,"  and  the  one  the  Corps 


would  tend  to  favor,  this  pro¬ 
gram  carries  preliminary  cost 
estimates  of  from  $15  to  $17 
million  for  construction  work 
and  the  purchase  of  land, 
easements  and  rights-of-way 

The  preliminary  cost  figures 
are  based  on  October  1981  price 
levels,  McCleery  noted. 

In  addition  to  the  initial  costs 
of  construction  and  obtaining 
land,  easements  and  rights-of- 
way,  he  noted  operation  and 
maintenance  costs  annually  for 
such  protection  could  range 
from  $40,000  to  $60,000. 

He  said  the  community  would 
be  expected  to  bear  the  costs  of 
obtaining  land,  easements  and 
rights-of-way  and.  "under 
President  Carter's  Administra¬ 
tion,  the  Corps  would  have  paid 
75  percent  of  the  construction 
cost.  What  portion  the  Corps 


will  pay  under  the  Reagan  Ad¬ 
ministration  we  don't  know  yet. 
We  are  still  waiting  for  direc¬ 
tion." 

Going  over  one  of  the  sets  of 
maps  with  committee 
members,  page  by  page,  Mc¬ 
Cleery  said : 

•  The  permanent  dirt  levees 
will  be  -composed  primarily  of 
Red  River  Valley  clay. 

•  Where  levees  and  flood- 
walls  run  near  the  Red  River  or 
the  Red  Lake  River,  the  Corps 
has  a  general  policy  of  locating 
them  400  feet  from  the  river 
channel. 

•  In  a  number  of  locations, 
where  permanent  levees  were 
near  the  river,  he  and  local 
committee  members  question¬ 
ed  whether  sub-soil  foundations 

See  DIKING,  Page  3 
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Continued  from  Page  1 

were  strong  enough  to  bear  the 
weight  of  permanent  levees 
without  developing  ground  slip¬ 
page. 

•  There  is  need  for  more 
precise  assessments  of  where 
East  Grand  Forks'  potential 
future  developments  are  going 
to  be  located. 

•  There  must  be  more 
thought  given  to  protecting  the 
city  water  plant. 

•  There  is  a  question 
whether  the  current  bridge  over 
the  Red  Lake  River  should  be 
removed  or  not. 

McCleery  scheduled  his  next 
meeting  with  the  local  commit¬ 
tee  for  7  p.m.  Thursday,  March 
25,  and  said  most  of  that  session 
will  deal  with  further  discussion 
of  the  preliminary  maps  in  an 
.effort  to  reach  conclusions 
about  many  of  the  questions 
raised 


He  and  committee  members 
strongly  urge  residents  and 
business  operators  in  East 
Grand  Forks  to  study  the  maps 
i  available  in  City  Clerk- 
Treasurer  Dave  Mack's  Office 
before  March  25  and  come  to 
that  meeting  with  suggestions 
and  questions. 

We  need  considerable  local 
input  on  these  proposals  at  this 
time  I  can’t  stress  that  too 
strongly,"  McCleery  said 
Also  at  the  meeting,  Mc¬ 
Cleery  gave  the  committee  a 
preview  of  a  colored  slide 
presentation,  prepared  by  the 
Corps,  with  recorded  narration, 
entitled  "East  Grand  Forks 
Flood  Emergency  Plan  of  Ac¬ 
tion." 

It  is  based  essentially  on  the 
flood  fighting  manual  prepared 
by  Orley  Gunderson,  former 


Civil  Defense  director,  and 
Floan-Sanders,  the  city's  con¬ 
sulting  engineers. 

McCleery  encouraged  show¬ 
ing  of  the  program  to  local  au¬ 
diences  in  the  ensuing  weeks, 
before  the  flood  season,  as  an 
explanation  of  what  steps 
citizens  should  be  taking  on 
their  own  to  prepare  for  possi¬ 
ble  flood  emergencies  and  what 
work  they  can  expect  the  city's 
flood  fighting  organization  to 
handle. 

Two  sets  of  the  slides  and  the 
narration  are  available  in  Dave 
Mack's  Office  for  showing  by- 
service  clubs,  church  groups, 
veterans  posts,  fraternal 
groups,  auxiliaries  and  other 
organizations 
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River  bank  stability 
problem  in  dike  plan 


Underground  faults  along  the  Red  River 
and  on  both  sides  of  the  Red  Lake  River 
could  be  the  most  difficult  and  costly  hurdle 
if  East  Grand  Forks  were  to  move  ahead 
with  permanent  floodwalls  and  levees. 

The  point  was  made  repeatedly  Tuesday 
night  when  the  East  Grand  Forks  Flood 
Control  Committee  held  a  second  meeting 
to  d'  advantages  and  disadvantages  of 

bui.  permanent  protection  against 

floocu..*,. 

According  to  Martin  McCleery,  study 
manager  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
St.  Paul  Division,  the  erection  of  a  ring  dike 
around  the  entire  city  —  comprised  of  both 
concrete  floodwalls  and  several  miles  of 
permanent  earth  levees,  raised  roadways 
—  appears  the  most  feasible  method  of 
flood  protection.  The  project  would  require 
only  minor  sandbagging  at  several  points. 

By  “feasible,”  McCleery  said  he  meant 
both  economically  and  engineering-wise. 
Later  discussion  Tuesday,  though,  pointed 
out  the  difficulty  of  finding  a  solid  base  to 
carry  the  load  of  the  levees  over  an  extend¬ 
ed  period  of  time  and  that  the  problem 
could  make  the  project  “unfeasible.” 

Residents  whose  property  would  be  taken 
totally  or  partially  for  a  ring  dike  project 
were  encouraged  by  18  aerial  maps  brought 
to  the  meeting  by  McCleery. 

The  maps  lined  the  wall  of  the  meeting 
room,  with  each  showing  the  proposed 
levee,  floodwall  or  raised-road  alignment 
as  currently  planned,  along  with  alter¬ 
native  locations.  After  giving  the  about  30 
residents  a  worksheet  to  note  their  com- 
plair  '  a  chance  to  study  the  maps,  Mc- 
Clet  nt  over  an  hour  reviewing  the 
maps  _  retail  and  answering  questions. 

He  said  the  preparation  of  the 
preliminary  and  “highly  conceptual” 
alignments  of  the  diking  had  use  the  rule- 
of-thumb  guidelines  that  would  place  400 


feet  from  the  river  banks  in  an  effort  to  find 
solid  footing. 

In  his  map  reviews,  he  explained  the  size 
and  scope  of  the  proposed  levees  which 
would  range  from  19  feet  about  city  streets 
at  some  points  in  the  northwest  area  of  the 
city  and  be  about  10  feet  about  streets  in  the 
O’Leary  Park  area  on  the  Point. 

McCleery  noted  several  times  that  new 
information  concerning  underground  faults 
could  force  the  floodwall  location  further 
inland. 

Committee  members  also  pointed  out 
other  sites  of  underground  faults  if  the  dike 
system  is  built  to  heights  that  would  protect 
the  city  against  100  to  500-year  flooding. 

Nearly  all  of  that  information  would 
mean  that  the  structures  would  have  to  be 
moved  farther  from  the  banks  and  would 
affect  more  homes  and  businesses.  With 
current  funding  policies  for  Corps  of 
Engineers  projects,  it  would  also  mean  that 
local  government  would  have  to  bear  addi¬ 
tional  costs  of  obtaining  lands,  easements, 
rights  of  way  for  a  project. 

Current  cost  estimates  for  property  ac¬ 
quisitions  under  the  preliminary  plan,  Mc¬ 
Cleery  said,  range  from  $2  million  to  $5 
million. 

City  Council  President  Jim  Gander  cited 
evidence  that  an  underground  fault  would 
prevent  Rudh  Brothers  Furniture  from  be¬ 
ing  protected  by  a  permanent  floodwall  in 
the  downtown  area.  As  first  proposed,  the 
floodwall  would  be  built  along  the  west  side 
of  Mike's  Pizza  and  extend  southeast  to  the 
area  of  the  city  garage. 

He  questioned  the  same  floodwall 
because  it  would  knock  out  the  underpass 
near  the  city  garage  that  becomes  an  im¬ 
portant  intra-city  access  from  north  to’ 
south  when  long  Burlington  Northern  coal 
trains  block  other  crossings. 

Other  points  made  by  McCleery,  commit¬ 


tee  members  and  citizens  included : 

•  During  high-water  periods,  the  storm 
sewers  serving  protected  areas  would 
drain  run-off  waters  into  Sherlock  Park 
park  as  a  temporary  storage  pond. 

•  The  Corps  of  Engineers  anticipates  in¬ 
creased  river  heights  in  the  future,  in  part, 
because  seven  of  the  city’s  highest  record¬ 
ed  flood  levels  have  occurred  since  1950 

•  The  costs  of  floodfighting  in  East  Grand 
Forks  in  terms  of  money  spent  on  corps 
assistance  and  the  costs  incurred  by  the  ci¬ 
ty  alone  in  the  14-year  period  from  1965  to 
1979  has  totaled  $4.5  million.  This  total.  Mc¬ 
Cleery  said,  does  not  include  costs  paid  m- 
diviually  by  residents  and  businesses  for 
protection  or  repairs,  nor  does  it  include 
the  dollar  value  of  the  thousands  of  hours  of 
volunteer  labor. 

•  Still  a  major,  unsolved  problem  is  how¬ 
to  measure  growth  of  the  city  to  the  north, 
south  and  east  in  planning  a  ring  dike 

•  The  preliminary  nature  of  the  pro¬ 
posal  now  being  considered  was 
underscored  when  McCleery  reponded  to  a 
question  about  the  timetable  leading  up  to 
construction.  He  said: 

...  Current  studies  of  possible  "best  solu¬ 
tions”  to  the  flood  problem  will  continue  un¬ 
til  October,  1984.  By  that  deadline,  city 
government  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
should  be  jointly  prepared  to  recommend  to 
Congress  a  feasible  project  for  flood  protec¬ 
tion. 

...  The  joint  recommendation,  if  approv¬ 
ed  by  Congress,  would  be  granted  funding 
for  three  more  years  of  study  and  cost 
development.  At  the  end  of  the  three-year 
study  period,  in  1987,  the  city  would  be  ask¬ 
ed  to  commit  itself  to  proceeding  with  the 
plan. 

...  If  the  city  did  commit  itself  then,  eo' 
struction  could  be  completed  by  the  ean. 
1990s. 


A  PROPOSED  FLOOD  CONTROL  Dike/Levee 
was  presented  to  the  Flood  Control  Committee 
Tuesday  evening  by  project  manager,  Martin 
IcCleery,  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  pro- 
osed  system  would  include  a  ring  dike  around 
the  city  with  existing  structures  being  moved 
which  will  affect  approximately  40  homes 
and  a  few  businesses  (mostly  from  Rudh  Bro¬ 
thers/Mike’s  Pizza  on  DeMers  Ave.  and  the 


west  side/river  side  1st  and  1 1th  Streets  NW 
and  dike  construction  along  3rd  Ave.  SE).  The 
estimated  cost  of  the  project  is  from  10  to  17 
million  dollars  with  the  hope  that  the  Federal 
government  will  contribute  up  to  75%  of  the 
expected  cost.  The  proposed  flood' control 
systems  may  be  reviewed  at  the  Clerk/Treas¬ 
urer’s  office,  Memorial  City  Hall,  during  nor¬ 
mal  working  hours;  comments  thereon  should 
be  presented  to  the  Flood  Control  Committee. 


EAST  GRAND  FORES  EXPONENT 
FRONT  PAGE 


OCT.  14,  1982 

Army  Corps  plans  survey 
on  flood  controls  for  city 


A  cross-section  of  East  Grand 
Forks  residents  will  receive 
questionnaires  from  the  St. 
Paul  District  office  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  beginning 
next  week  concerning  possible 
flood-control  measures  that 
might  be  taken  in  the  city. 

City  Clerk-Treasurer  Dave 
Mack  asks  all  residents  who 
—receive  the  questionnaires  to 
take  the  time  to  fill  them  out 
and  mail  them. 

He  said  the  questionnaires 
are  an  authorized  part  of  the 
current  long-range  study  being 
constructed  by  the  corps  to 
determine  the  most  acceptable, 
cost-efficient  engineeringly 
feasible,  and  effective  flood 


control  control  program  for  the 
city. 

The  questionnaire  answers 
will  be  used  by  the  corps  to  bet¬ 
ter  understand  concerns  regar¬ 
ding: 

•  Construction  of  levees  or 
floodwalls. 

•  Zoning  requirements  for 
flood  protection. 

•  Insurance  protection 
against  flood  losses. 

•  Emergency  flood  fighting 
programs. 

•  Relocation  of  buildings  out 
of  flood  plain  areas. 

Also  sought  is  a  better 
understanding  of  how  residents 
feel  about  changes  in  existing 
neighborhoods,  aesthetics,  and 
safety  features;  the  of  the  cost 
of  various  methods  of  improv¬ 
ing  flood  control;  and  the  effect 
of  projects  on  real  estate  taxes 


and  property  values. 

The  survey  seeks  only  volun¬ 
tary  participants.  Completed 
questionnaires  will  not  be  sign¬ 
ed. 


Money  talk 

Stale  Auditor  Arne  Carlson,  seated  fight  laik-  municipalities  Listening  behind  are  Pau' 
ed  with  East  Grand  Forks  Aloerman-at- Large  Damrow  left  a  state  fiscal  analyst  and  City 
Steve  Gormenthis  week  while  on  visit  of  area  Clerk-Treasurer  Dave  Mack 


State  Auditor  says  city  is 
strong  despite  economy 


Visiting  in  East  Grand  Forks 
Tuesday  to  review  the  fiscal 
profile  his  office  had  prepared 
of  the  city.  State  Auditor  Arne 
Carlson  spoke  at  length  with 
four  city  officers  about 
economic  problems  the  city 
faces  as  a  Minnesota  communi¬ 
ty  on  the  North  Dakota's 
border 

Lamenting  that  state 
legislators  in  recent  years 
"have  been  far  too  narrow¬ 
minded  and  selfish  in  their  ap¬ 
proach  to  problems,"  Carlson 
said,  "There  is  a  crying  need 
for  more  problems  to  be  ap¬ 
proached  with  a  view  for  the 
state  as  a  whole 

"The  1983  Legislative  session 
is  going  to  have  to  take  a  hard 
new  look  at  the  state's  relations 
with  its  municipalities  1  would 
hope  that  it  makes  this  a  priori¬ 
ty  issue."  be  added 

"East  Grand  Forks,  like 
other  border  communities, 
faces  economic  problems  and 
stresses  that  are  beyond  the 
control  of  individual  cities."  he 
said,  while  urging  that  the  city 
and  other  Red  River  Valley 
area  communities  "broaden 
your  coalition"  to  take  in  Iowa 
and  Wisconsin  border  com¬ 
munities  as  well  to  strengthen 
their  legislative  influence. 

He  also  suggested  that  efforts 
be  undertaken  Jointly  by  border 
communities  to  get  many  of  the 
existing  state  controls  now  plac¬ 
ed  on  municipal  governments  in 
this  state  removed 

Speaking  with  Steve  Gorman, 
alderman-at-large;  George 
Wogaman,  5th  Ward;  Mayor 
Louis  Murray  and  Clerk- 
Treasurer  Dave  Mack.  Carlson 
said  he  will  be  a  member  of  a 
state  task  force  now  being 
established  by  Kent  Eklund, 
state  commissioner  of 
economic  development,  to  try 
and  shape  legislation  that  will 
assist  Minnesota  border  com¬ 
munities 

Carlson  stopped  here  on  a 
current  tour  he  is  making  of 
municipalities  to  review  with 
officials  in  each  a  four-year 
fiscal  profile  his  office  has 
prepared  for  each  TV  profiles 
cover  s  five-year  span  - 
1978-1980  -  but  the  year  1977  is 
omitted 

The  profile,  which  Carlson 


hopes  each  municipality  will 
seek  to  keep  updated,  will  help 
local  aldermen,  city  clerks, 
treasurers  and  department 
heads  to  more  accurately  iden¬ 
tify.  measure,  understand  and 
solve  local  fiscal  problems. 

Paul  Damrow,  analyst  for  the 
fiscal  profile  program,  said  it  is 
important  to  study  data  for  a 
multi-year  period  rather  than  to 
try  and  make  major  decisions 
based  on  studies  of  one  or  two 
years  alone 

•  There  are  variables,  such  as 


assets.  This  becomes  even  more 
important  when  replacement  or 
repair  costs  are  expensive  and 
some  cities  find  they  have  had 
to  borrow  money  at  high  in¬ 
terest  rates  for  repairs  or 
replacements. 

"The  figure  for  the  per  capita 
debt  burden  may  be 
misleading.  We  understand 
from  <  Mack )  that  75  percent  of 
the  total  bonded  indebtedness, 
as  of  December  1980,  is  for 
special  assessments  ion  real 
estate)  and  is  not  a  burden  on 
all  city  taxpayers." 


special  assessments  or  grants.  a  number  of  special  asse&s- 
that  show  large  increases  one  ment  taxes  are  to  pay  off  com- 

vear  and  decreases  the  follow-  paratively  low-interest  bonds 

ing  year  that  should  not  and  that  many  of  these  will  be 

necessarily  be  cause  for  paid  up  within  four  years, 
alarm  The  fiscal  profile  pro-  In  further  discussion  of 
vides  a  framework  for  assembl-  special  assessment  taxes.  Mack 
ing  and  analyzing  information  told  the  visitors  that  real  estate 
over  a  period  of  several  years  developers,  who  have  erected 

that  provides  one  with  a  more  homes  and  buildings  in  both 

accurate  pattern  of  revenues  Grand  Forks  and  East  Grand 

and  expenditures.  Damrow  porks,  are  making  their  annual 

4dded  payments  in  Grand  Forks. 

Carlson  inserted.  When  where  there  is  now  a  20  percent 
public  officials  can  monitor  penalty  for  nonpayment 

debt  service  payments,  enter-  Carlson  said  the  city's 
pnse  funds,  revenues  and  ex-  undesignated  general  fund 
penditures  and  other  financial  Glance  may  not  be  enough  to 
indicators,  over  a  period  of  offset  impending  cutbacks  in 
years,  they  will  be  able  to  iden-  sUt*  federal  forces  * 
Ufy  areas  of  current  or  ap-  revenue.  “I  would  like  to 
proaching  fiscal  stress  recommend  that  you  look  close- 

in  going  over  the  initial  fiscal  ly  at  your  budget-making  pro- 
profile  prepared  for  East  Grand  cess  for  general  and  special 
Forks.  Carlson  and  Damrow  revenue  fund  expenditures,  as 
cited  as  strengths  of  this  city  actual  expenditures  have  con- 

•  A  vast  improvement  in  m-  sistenily  been  over  the  budget 

vestment  earnings  In  fact,  prmerfinns  "  he  added - — ■ 

your  investment  interest  earn-  The  major  reason  for  the  ex* 
ings  are  in  keeping  with  the  cess  0*  expenditures  in  the 
money  markets  and  other  com-  1976-80  penod  was  the  11.069.000 
parable  forms  of  investments  "  flood  costs  the  city  incurred  in 

•  Actual  revenue  in  both  the  the  spnng  of  1979.  according  to 

general  and  special  revenue  Mack.  _ _ _ 

funds  exceed  budgeted  ^  Tn  the  areas  of  health,  parks, 
amounts  "This,  to  us.  indicates  recreation  and  library  services, 
good  budgeung  procedures  on  EastGrandForksincreasedex- 
the  revenue  side  "  penditures  only  34  percent  over 

•  "It  is  obvious  that  you  have  the  five-year  penod  Damrow 

a  well-run  etectnc  distnbutton  said,  "You  have  maintained 
utility  as  it  shows  a  very  strong  fiscal  control  in  these 
profit  performance  And  large  categories  very  well.” 
contributions  from  the  utility  Carlson  said  Minnesota  is  the 
profits  are  made  to  the  general  first  state  in  the  nation  to  pro¬ 
fund  vide  its  municipalities  with  the 

■  •  Although  we  cannot  deter-  data  offered  them  through  the 
mine  the  capital  outlay  needs  profile  program  and  that 

for  the  electnc  utility,  it  ap-  cities  can  use  this  data  as  a 
pears  that  there  is  a  steady  pat-  basts  for  improving  their  future 
tern  of  capital  outlay  on  fixed  fiscal  planning 
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Mayors  to  ‘aid’ 
in  flood  battle 


The  mayors  of  cities  along 
and  near  the  Red  River  are  the 
basis  of  a  new  division  of  the  In¬ 
ternational  Coalition  for  Land 
and  Water  Stewardship  in  the 
Red  River  Drainage  Basin. 

The  division,  which  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  greatly  increase  the 
political  clout  of  the  coalition  in 
seeking  federal  support  for 
water  control  projects,  was 
formed  Saturday  at  Regency 
Inn,  East  Grand  Forks. 

The  session,  to  which  all 
mayors  along  the  Red  from 
Minnesota  and  North  Dakota 
and  from  the  province  of 
Manitoba  were  invited,  preced¬ 
ed  the  annual  meeting  of  the 
coalition. 

After  reviewing  the  flood  pro¬ 
blem,  the  42  persons  attending, 
who  represent  either  the 
municipalities  along  and  near 
the  river  or  are  members  of  the 
coalition,  voted  unanimously  in 
support  of  the  new  division 

Prior  to  the  show  of  hands 
vote,  lner  Quern,  an  Oslo  area 
farmer  and  long-time  flood  con¬ 
trol  advocate,  was  among  the 
speakers. 

He  said,  "We,  as  members  of 
the  International  Flood  Coali¬ 
tion,  are  hoping  to  get  you  in¬ 
volved  in  our  effort  for  flood 
control  because  you  represent 
the  largest  group  of  individuals 
living  along  the  main  stem  of 
the  Red  River. 

"The  cities  you  represent 
have  had  millions  of  dollars  in 
losses,  not  to  mention  the  emo¬ 
tional  and  physical  stress  and 
strain  inflicted  on  you  and  your 
citizens. " 

And,  he  continued,  “We  need 
federal  funding  and  we  need  it 


now.  1  think  we've  paid  for 
water  control,  but  our  tax 
money  has  been  used  to  build 
water  control  structures  in 
other  parts  of  the  country  (in¬ 
stead  ) . 

"This  is  where  we  need  the 
help  of  mayors  in  the  Red  River 
basin,  because,  you  the  mayors, 
represent  the  majority  of  the  pe¬ 
ople  and  people  represent  votes, 
and  votes  are  what  politicians 
cater  to.  We  need  your  political 
influence  on  our  state  and  na¬ 
tional  politicians." 

Quern  proposed  also  the 
development  of  a  meeting  with 
mayors,  governors,  and  federal 
representatives  at  which  "we 
can  relate  to  them  the 
seriousness  of  our  problem  and 
our  need  for  federal  funding 
now." 

Arranging  that  meeting  is  to 
be  one  of  the  first  goals  of  the 
new  division. 

Canadian  coalition  members 
and  reeves  (mayors)  at  the  ses¬ 
sion  related  that  they  have  had 
the  same  lack  of  influence  pro¬ 
blem  in  dealing  with  provincial 
and  federal  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment.  And,  they  called  for  the 
same  type  of  meeting  at  which 
they  could  point  out  the 
seriousness  of  the  flood  problem 
and  the  need  for  funding  for 
controls  on  tributaries. 

The  flood  problem,  Gary 
Phillips,  executive  director  of 
the  Red  River  Valley  Heritage 
Society  at  Moorhead,  said,  “is 
solvable”  and  if  the  drainage 
basin  were  located  in  just  one 
state  “it  probably  would  have 
been  solved  long  ago." 

He  said,  "Our  problem  isn't 
as  much  one  of  flooding  as  it.  is 


one  of  state  and  international 
borders." 

Another  issue,  which  also 
received  two-country  support, 
involved  the  proposed  location 
of  a  hazardous  waste  site  on 
state-owned  land  near  Stephen 
In  that  regard,  the  coalition  was 
directed  to  prepare  a  resolution 
opposing  that  location  because 
of  its  threat  to  ground  waters 
and  drinking  supplies 

Several  of  the  representatives 
called  also  for  stronger  Cana¬ 
dian  objection  to  the  site,  term¬ 
ing  it  another  Garrison  Diver¬ 
sion  controversy. 

The  session  with  the  mayors 
was  chaired  by  Moorhead 
Mayor  Moms  Lanning  East 
Grand  Forks  Mayor  Louis  Mur¬ 
ray  and  Grand  Forks  Mayor  H 
C.  (Bud)  Wessman  were  par¬ 
ticipants  as  was  Oslo  Mayor 
Bud  Mondry. 

The  coalition  was  formed  at 
Fargo  following  the  1979  flood 
and  has  individual  boards 
representing  Minnesota,  North 
Dakota  and  Manitoba.  It  has 
also  since  involved  church 
leaders  and  the  RRV  Heritage 
Society 

The  coalition's  objectives  in¬ 
volve  grass  roots  involvement, 
education,  the  moral  perspec¬ 
tive  of  the  care  of  natural 
resources,  unity,  and  the  pro¬ 
motion  of  water  controls 

A  slide  show,  "I  Am  the  Red 
River  of  the  North,"  was  given 
its  premiere  showing  as  a  part 
of  the  annual  meeting  of  the 
coalition.  Speakers  then  were 
Albert  St.  Hilare,  St.  Jean, 
Man.,  president  of  the  Manitoba 

See  MAYORS,  Page  2 
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coalition;  David  Harrison,  a 
water  management  specialist 
with  the  Hubert  H.  Humphrey 
Institute  of  Public  Affairs;  and 
Wessman. 

St.  Hilare  reviewed  flood  con¬ 
trol  problems  in  Manitoba  and 
reported  on  activities  of  the 
coalition  group  there. 

Harrison  told  the  group  that 
any  project  “must  start  from 
the  bottom  up,  rather  than  from 
the  top  down."  He  is  promoting 
the  establishment  of  a  national 
water  policy  that  would  give 
more  control  to  local  govern¬ 
ment. 

Wessman  told  the  group  that 
"cities  and  local  units  of 
government  (regardless  of  the 
involvement  of  state  and 
federal  levels)  will  always  have 
a  responsibility  to  do  what  they 
can.”  He  said,  too,  that  a 
number  of  local  projects,  such 
as  that  underway  on  the  English 
Coulee,  “will  have  an  impact.” 

Information  on  membership 


is  available  from  Lance  Yohe, 
Perley,  the  international  presi¬ 
dent;  Moorhead  Mayor  Morns 


Lanning,  or  from  Gary  Philips 
of  the  RRV  Heritage  Society, 
Moorhead. 
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Planners  frustrated 
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Grant  request  aimed  at  flood  work 


The  East  Grand  Forks  citizens  advisory-  committee  that  has 
been  meeting  to  select  civic  projects  that  could  be  completed  with 
the  aid  of  a  three-year  federal  Community  Development  Small 
Cities  grant  voted  last  week  to  throw  its  support  behind  a  one-year 
program  aimed  at  starting  an  on-going  flood  control  effort. 

The  eight  members  present  of  the  11-member  Community 
Development  Advisory  Committee  listened,  before  they  voted,  to 
a  forceful  presentation  by  Steve  Gorman.  He  urged.  “We  should 
be  doing  something  now  at  the  local  level  about  houses  and 
businesses  still  located  in  the  'flood  plain'  and  ‘flood  fringe'  areas 
of  this  city." 

Because  East  Grand  Forks  has  what  state  and  federal  offices 
consider  only  “temporary”  dikes,  Gorman  noted  one-third  of  the 
city's  population  and  one-fifth  of  its  structures  are  subject  to  Min¬ 
nesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR)  regulations  that 
prohibit  rebuilding  homes  and  businesses  in  the  flood  plain,  if 
they  are  destroyed,  and  which  severely  limits  the  extent  to  which 
owners  of  homes  and  businesses  in  flood  fringe  areas  may  go  m 
renovating  or  adding  to  their  structures. 

He  stressed  that  the  threat  of  flooding  has  increased 
dramatically  in  recent  decades  -  "We  have  had  15  floods  here 
since  I960"  -  and  noted  that  the  costs  of  flood  damage  have 
skyrocketed. 

The  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA),  which 
administers  the  national  flood  insurance  program,  spent  $4.9 
million  on  claims  in  the  city  after  the  1979  flood  and  the  damages 
to  East  Grand  Forks  in  terms  of  lost  business,  the  estimated  value 
of  thousands  of  hours  of  volunteer  labor  and  costs  of  local  govern¬ 
ment  caused  by  that  flood  reached  $8.9  million. 

The  Red  Lake  River  and  Red  River  basins  combined  drain 
40,000  square  miles  of  land  before  they  meet  m  the  cities  of  Grand 
Forks  and  East  Grand  Forks,  Gorman  underscored.  , 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  involved  since  1980  in  a 
multi-phase  flood-control  study  for  East  Grand  Forks  which  cur¬ 
rently  involves  best  solutions.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  corps  will 
announce  its  decision  this  fall  endorsing  construction  of  perma¬ 
nent  dikes  around  the  city  to  offer  the  best  protection,  Gorman  in¬ 
dicated.  ;  -  ' 

If  permanent  diking  is  the  recommendation  and  the  city  council 
votes  (in  19861  not  to  undertake  such  a  program,  the  city  would  be 
cut  off  m  future  years  from  several  sources  of  the  federal  aid  it 
has  received  in  the  past  in  its  flood  battles.  If  permanent  diking  is 
the  corps  recommendation  and  the  city  council  votes  to  ask  for 
Congressional  funding  to  help  finanace  the  diking,  Gorman  an¬ 
ticipates  the  location  of  dikes  will  require  the  demolition  of 
several  business  buildings  and  residences. 

“While  federal  monies  may  be  available  to  help  pay  for  the  dike 
construction,  heavy  costs  will  be  imposed  on  the  city  for  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  property  and  the  relocation  of  businesses  and  homes," 

he  warned. 

Gorman  suggested  asking  for  a  Community  Development 
Small  Cities  Grant  that  would  be  a  "single  purpose  grant  for  one 
year"  to  enable  East  Grand  F orks  to  begin  an  annual  program  of 
clearing  from  flood-prone  areas  substantially-margmal  housing 
and  business  places,  moving  some  houses  and  businesses  and 
moving  some  families  to  different  housing. 


He  suggested  a  request  be  included,  also,  for  funding  of  a 
necessary  study  of  business  places  and  housing  that  are  located  in 
this  city's  flood-prone  areas. 

Early  in  the  meeting,  Don  Schneider,  executive  secretary  for 
the  committee,  cautioned  committee  members  that  they  should 
keep  m  mind,  in  making  their  selection  of  projects,  to  pick  ones 
that  would  be  likely  to  stir  the  interest  of  state  officials  who  ad¬ 
minister  the  federal  funds. 

He  noted  that  only  39  of  162  Minnesota  communities  that  sought 
funds  a  year  ago  received  grant  and  that,  though  East  Grand 
Forks  was  one  of  them,  it  had  asked  for  $1.4  million  for  a  three- 
year  program  and  was  granted  $480,000  for  a  one-year  program. 

In  this  vein.  Gorman  asked  committee  members  to  bear  two 
things  in  mind  in  making  their  selection:  (1)  What  is  the  single- 
most  important  problem  facing  the  city  and  r 2)  what  will  likely 
have  the  greatest  appeal  to  state  officials  reviewing  the  grant  ap¬ 
plications. 

He  cautioned  the  biggest  single  problem  facing  East  Grand 
Forks  is  the  need  to  lower  local  taxes  by  expanding  existing 
businesses  and  bringing  in  new  businesses,  which  in  turn  will 
create  more  jobs  and  bring  more  families  here.  "The  flood  pro¬ 
blems  we  face  today,  especially  with  existing  state  Laws,  are  a 
major  deterrent  to  such  business  expansion,"  he  said. 

His  proposal  for  a  one-year  single  purpose  gram,  Gorman 
maintained  would: 

•  Boost  the  city’s  economic  recovery. 

•  Improve  Lhe  economy  of  the  city  generally  and  help  create 
new  jobs,  be  of  direct  benefit  to  several  low-to-moderate-income 
families  and  also  benefit  low-to-moderate-income  families  who 
reside  in  flood-prone  areas. 

•  Remove  unsafe  conditions  that  now  exist. 

■  Remove  blighted  conditions  in  the  city  and  prevent  the 
development  of  other  blight  areas.  • 

1  •  Demonstrate  that  city  government  and  residents  are  pledged 
t*  work  for  reduced  flood  damages  in  the  future. 

Gorman  was  asked  if,  since  he  is  an  alderman-at-large,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  chamber  of  commerce,  and  a  member  of  a  number  of 
city  council  committees,  he  was  representing  any  particular  body- 
in  his  appearance  before  the  committee.  He  responded  that  he 
was  not. 

ihe  committee  endorsed  the  proposal,  quietly  laid  aside  a  sheet 
with  29  other  suggested  projects,  and  approving  a  motion  by- 
Brian  Erickson  to  recommend  Gorman's  proposal  to  the  city 
coupcil.  1 

Fpr  a  one-vear,  single-purpose  program,  Schneider  said  max¬ 
imum  that  could  be  asked  is  $600,000.  The  motion  calls  for  such  an 
amount  to  include: 

•  $45,000  for  updating  the  city's  existing  comprehensive  guide 

plan  and  necessary  study  for  the  preparation  of  a  new  plan  for  the 
relocation/clearance  of  housing  and  commercial  buildings  from 
the  flood  corridor.  b 

•  $150,000  to  provide  two  percent  loans  to  businesses  to  assist 
them  in  relocating. 

•'$400,000  for  acquisition  or  moving  of  structures,  relocation  of 
homes  and  businesses  (including  money  for  acquiring  sites  for 
relocation)  and  clearance  costs  for  property  acquired. 
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Ed  Froelich  Burt  Nypen  Tom  Anderson 

Ortonville  Continued  from  page  3B 


businesses,"  said  Ed  Froelich, 
Ortonville  civic  and  commerce 
director,  “Now  it’s  collecting 
mothballs." 

■  Morris  Rod  Weeder,  which 
manufactures  farm  equipment, 
employed  100  people  two  years  ago. 
Now,  it  employs  11.  said  Froelich. 
"They  have  a  plant  in  Minot,  N.D., 
but  we  want  to  keep  them  here." 

■  The  local  Min-Dak  Beverage.  Inc., 
plant  employs  62  and  may  add  40 
employees,  said  Berkner.  The 
company  could  expand  at  its  plant  in 
Watertown,  S.D..  but  a  tax  break 
could  be  an  incentive  for  expansion 
in  Ortonville,  he  said. 

■  Rausch  Granite  officials  have 
talked  about  moving  to  South  Dakota 
because  expansion  in  Ortonville 
would  be  too  costly,  said  Berkner. 
Other  businesses,  such  as  the  Big 
Stone  Power  Plant  and  two  trucking 
companies,  have  already  moved, 
board  members  said. 

As  distressing  as  the  business  losses 
are  the  numbers  of  young  people 
who  have  moved  away  from 
Ortonville,  board  members  said. 
When  Burt  Nypen  became 
superintendent  nine  years  ago, 
Ortonville  had  1,300  students.  Now, 
there  are  800,  he  said.  By 
comparison,  the  city's  population 
decreased  by  120  over  the  same 
period. 

Many  ex-students  have  told  Nypen 
they  would  like  to  stay  in  Ortonville. 
but  they  move  to  the  Twin  Cities  to 
seek  work.  As  a  result.  Ortonville’s 
population  seems  to  be  aging,  which 
does  not  help  the  town's  chances  of 
attracting  new  business, 

The  tax  breaks  could  change  all  tbat, 
board  members  say. 

"The  major  Impact  of  this  program 
is  going  to  be  the  encouragement  of 
new  Industry,  which  will  increase 
our  tax  base."  said  Tom  Anderson, 
president  of  Ortonville's  Tri-County 
Bank.  "In  that  respect,  we  can  help 
every  Industry  in  the  community. 


"We're  talking  two  to  three  years 
before  we  can  start  building  and 
maybe  five  to  seven  years  before  Uv 
full  impact  will  hit.  But  the 
encouragement  J181.000  could  give 
our  present  industry  will  be  felt 
Immediately." 

Of  those  cities  selected.  Ortonville 
rated  second  in  factors  of  economic 
distress.  Dayton  said  in  a  telephone 
interview.  Yet,  although  few 
involved  dispute  Ortonville's 
economic  needs,  its  candidacy  for 
the  tax  breaks  may  be  challenged, 
be  said.. 

A  1983  law  provides  $32  million  in 
tax  incentives  for  businesses  in  so- 
called  "enterprise  zones,”  which 
include  border  towns  at  an  economi 
disadvantage  compared  with 
neighboring  cities  in  the  next  state. 
That  law  was  intended  for  cities 
bordering  North  Dakota,  said 
Dayton. 

Duluth,  if  Dayton  makes  its  selection 
final,  will  absorb  $6.6  million  of  the 
$10  million  in  tax  breaks  deemed  for 
border  cities.  The  four  northwestern 
border  cities  —  Moorhead  ($2.1 
million  in  tax  breaks).  East  Grand 
Forks  ($608,092),  Breckenridge 
(5370397  atid’Dilworth  ($184,129) 
—  have  already  expressed 
displeasure  at  the  inclusion  of 
Duluth  and  could  do  the  same  to 
Ortonville,  said  Dayton. 

Ortonville  qualified  because  it  was  a 
border  city  contiguous  with  a  city 
from  another  state,  Dayton  said. 
(Duluth  Mayor  John  Fedo  said  his 
city  also  met  all  the  regulations, 
because  it  has  lost  business  to 
Wisconsin  and  has  had  extreme 
unemployment  problems.) 

But  part  of  Ortonville's  success,  said 
Dayton,  lay  in  its  application  for  aid. 

"We  were  very  impressed  with  the 
thoroughness  of  the  application," 
said  Dayton.  "You  had  to  be 
Impressed  with  the  effort  made  by  a 
city  that  size." 
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October  6,  1983 


Corps  of  Engineers 
to  report  on  study 

East  Grand  Forks  property  owners  and  other  residents  are  en¬ 
couraged  to  attend  a  public  information  workshop  to  be  conducted 
by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  at  7:30  p.m.  Thursday,  Oct. 
11,  at  the  AVTI. 

The  workshop  will  include  a  general  informational  meeting 
regarding  the  status  of  the  studies  which  have  been  under  way  i 
since  1980  by  the  St.  Paul  District  in  an  attempt  to  identfy  the  best  | 
method  of  flood  damage  reduction  for  the  city.  j 

Following  the  report,  those  attending  will  be  asked  to  divide  in¬ 
to  neighborhood  groups  to  view  plans  and  express  their  individual 
reaction  to  proposals  for  permanent  levees  and  floodwalls  in  the 
city. 

.  The  ‘‘scoping"  workshops  are  required  by  the  federal  Council 
on  Environmental  Quality.  “Scoping”  is  defined  as  the  process  of 
identifying  and  focusing  on  issues  and  the  range  of  those  issues. 

Citizens  attending  will  come  together  at  the  close  of  the  evening 
for  a  general  session  where  the  concerns  and  questions  of  the 
workshops  will  be  summarized. 
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Murray  files 
for  7th  term 

as  EGF  mayor 

> 

By  Liz  Fedor 

Herald  Staff  Writer 

East  Grand  Forks  Mayor  Louis  Murray  filed  Thursday 
for  re-election  to  a  seventh  term. 

Murray,  70.  said  he  decided  to  run  for  another  two-ye.n 
term  because  he  is  in  good  health  and  loves  the  job. 

"f'm  retired  and  t  can  devote  full-time  to  it.  I  feel  well- 
qualified  and  I  certainly  have  the  experience.”  he  said. 

An  East  Grand  Forks  native, 

Murray  started  his  career  in  public 
service  as  a  municipal  judge,  later 
serving  12  years  in  the  Minnesota 
Senate  and  two  terms  in  the  state 
House. 

Murray  is  known  for  his  sense  of 
humor  and  one-liners.  Asked  wheth¬ 
er  he  would  do  much  campaigning, 
he  said,  "I  campaign  365  days  a 
year."  Asked  whether  his  high  name 
identification  in  the  community 
would  be  an  asset  for  him,  he  re¬ 
plied,  “In  some  quarters."  Murrey 

And,  “I  haven't  been  in  jail  recently.” 

If  he  wins  another  term,  Murray  said  he  would  work  to 
open  up  DeMers  Avenue  in  front  of  the  Holiday  Mall,  insti¬ 
tute  a  longdermflood_£fintrol_£lan,  and  continue  efforts  to  »ii_. 
spur  economic  development  in  the  city. 

Murray,  445  River  Drive  S.E.,  said,  "I  don't  want  to 
perpetuate  myself  in  office,  but  I  do  feel  I  have  some  of  the 
highest  qualifications."  » 

Murray  retired  in  1976  after  a  lengthy  career  with  the 
Burlington  Northern  railroad.  Now  he  operates  Inner  City 
Protection  Agency,  a  private  guard  service. 

He  is  married,  has  six  children  and  1 1  grandchildren,  and 
is  commander  of  the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  Post  3817. 
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EGF  to  study  flood  plan  Tuesday 


By  Liz  Fedor 

Herald  Staff  Writer 

A  flood-fighting  plan  being  consid¬ 
ered  by  East  Grand  Forks  officials 
could  force  dozens  of  people  out  of 
their  homes,  force  Whitey's  Cafe  to 
make  way  for  a  levee  and  force  city 
residents  to  spend  millions  of  dollars. 

Whether  the  community  should  pro¬ 
ceed  with  these  measures  and  others 
to  fight  future  floods  is  a  question  city 
residents  will  be  asked  during  a  public 
meeting  Tuesday  night. 

Representatives  from  the  U  S 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  will  outline 
four  flood-fighting  plans  now  being 
studied  during  a  7  30  p  m  meeting  in 
the  East  Grand  Forks  Area  Vocational 
Technical  Institute  Each  plan  in¬ 
cludes  construction  of  levees,  which 
are  permanent  earthen  structures 
with  a  concrete  flood  wall 

These  plans  would  call  for  relocat¬ 
ing  businesses  and  homes  All  of  the 
options  would  cost  several  million  dol¬ 
lars 


Martin  McCleery,  Corps  project 
manager,  will  explain  the  flood  plans, 
then  citizens  will  break  into  small 
groups  by  wards  to  give  their  opinions 
to  council  members 

Mayor  Louis  Murray  said  the  city 
will  decide  by  1986  whether  to  go 
ahead  with  one  of  the  comprehensive 
flood-fighting  plans  Construction  of 
levees  would  be  costly,  Murray  said, 
because  it  likely  would  require  some 
businesses  and  homeowners  to  relo¬ 
cate 

Corps  staff  members  have  inter¬ 
viewed  31  business  owners  who  have 
buildings  in  the  proposed  levee  con¬ 
struction  areas  Owners  of  68  percent 
of  those  businesses  (22  companies)  in¬ 
dicated  they  would  continue  doing 
business  in  East  Grand  Forks  Survey 
-esults  showed  that  five  businesses 
would  close,  five  would  move  to  North 
Dakota,  and  two  others  would  have  an 
uncertain  fate. 

Some  of  the  DeMers  Avenue  busi¬ 
nesses  that  could  be  affected  by  levee 


construction  include  Whitey's  Cafe, 
Mike's  Pizza  and  the  vacant  Rudh 
Brothers  furniture  store 

Corps  officials  say  they  are  at¬ 
tempting  to  help  East  Grand  Forks 
residents  find  a  plan  that  will  signifi¬ 
cantly  reduce  flood  damage  caused  by 
the  Red  and  Red  Lake  Rivers,  and  give 
the  city  the  opportunity  to  grow  in 
population  and  business  development 

Channel  modification,  diversions, 
upstream  dams  and  tributary  reser¬ 
voirs  have  been  studied  and  rejected 
as  good  solutions  to  the  city's  flood 
control  problems,  according  to  Ed¬ 
ward  Rapp,  a  Corps  district  engineer 

"Ongoing  engineering,  economic 
and  environmental  planning  studies 
indicate  that  levees  are  the  only  struc¬ 
tural  measures  capable  of  significant¬ 
ly  reducing  flood  damages,”  Rapp 
said. 

Civil  Defense  Director  Dan  For- 
mato  said  the  city  has  made  no  final 
decisions  on  implementing  a  flood 
control  plan. 
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EGF  flood  plan 
draws  opposition 


By  Liz  Fedor 

Herald  Sutff  Writer 

A  flood-fighting  plan  that  proposes 
construction  of  permanent  levees  in 
East  Grand  Forks  neighborhoods  and 
business  districts  was  opposed  by  a 
majority  of  city  residents  who  attend¬ 
ed  a  public  meeting  Tuesday  night. 

Many  of  the  75  residents  attending 
the  meeting  own  homes  or  businesses 
near  the  Red  and  Red  Lake  rivers 
wh^re  levees  could  be  built. 

Several  of  these  residents,  particu- 
larly  in  Ward  4.  told  city  officials  and 
the  C  S  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  rep¬ 
resentative  that  the  city  should  main¬ 
tain  its  current  practice  of  putting  an 
emergency  plan  into  action  when 
floods  occur 

The  Ward  4  residents  who  expressed 
skepticism  over  the  corps  plans  includ¬ 
ed  City  Attorney  Robert  Matt  He  told 


a  small  group  of  lus  neighbors  I'm 
cynical.  I  can  t  help  it  Me.  I  lose  my 
home  and  l  lose  my  office  both  ' 

Matt's  home  at  319  First  St  N  W 
and  law  office  at  315  Second  St  N  W 
are  both  located  near  the  proposed  le¬ 
vee  construction 

So  is  Maureen  Sweet's  home  ff  a  le¬ 
vee  is  built,  her  house  at  711  First  St. 
\  W  would  be  between  the  river  and 
levee.  She  figures  she  would  have  to 
move,  and  she  does  not  want  to  leave 
the  home  she  has  lived  in  10  years 
During  the  1979  flood,  she  said  she  par¬ 
ticipated  in  sandbagging  operations 
She  ihinits  the  community  can  with¬ 
stand  other  floods  with  the  effort  dem¬ 
onstrated  during  the  last  major  Rood 
Everybody  pulled  together  It  was  a 
good  feeling.  1  Sweet  said 

Please  see  FLOOD  PLAN.  5A 


Flood  plan - 

Continued  from  Page  tA 

Many  of  the  peoDle  at  the  meeting  Tuesday  night  :n  the 
East  Grarjj  Forns  Area  Vocational  Technical  Institute 
agreed  with  Sweet  Thev  do  not  want  to  leave  their  homes 
or  relocate  their  businesses  for  .evee  construction  Thev 
want  to  know  what  ievees  would  do  (or  :ne  city  wno  wouid 
pay  for  them,  and  how  they  would  affect  the  property  tax 
base  in  the  :ong  run 

Martin  McCleery.  corns  project  manager  said  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  meeting  was  to  exp. am  the  puns  to  residents, 
get  their  reactions  and  listen  to  their  questions 
A  final  decision  on  wrjetr.cr  to  build  levees  in  East  Grand 
Forks  will  not  be  made  until  1986  r.e  said,  and  the  corps 
cannot  force  the  city  to  build  levees  if  residents  jo  not  wane 
them  But  if  the  city  wants  to  proceed  with  making  engi¬ 
neering  plans  to  construct  levees  McCeery  said  a  decision 
should  be  reached  by  October  1984 
A  local  flood  committee  headed  bv  Mayor  Lou.s  Murray, 
has  been  wonting  with  corps  personnel  to  develop  some 
permanent  flood- fighting  p.ans 
The  early  reaction  to  those  pians  Tuesday  night  was  not 
positive  In  Ward  1  council  member  Lynn  stauss  reported 
that  bis  constituents  questioned  the  need  for  the  ievees  how 
relocation  efforts  would  affect  the  community  and  how  tbe 
project  could  be  financed  Already  he  said,  peopie  with 
property  near  the  proposed  levees  .nave  a  difficult  time 
'trying  to  sell  property  Summing  up  several  comments  he 
said.  Is  East  Grand  Fores  going  to  survive'  '  That  question 
got  applause  from  the  audience 
The  corps  estimates  that  the  federal  government  s  con¬ 
tribution  for  a  levee  system  would  be  between  $10  7  million 
and  12 i  8  miLlion.  while  the  local  and  state  portion  of  the 
cost  could  run  as  high  as  SI  1  6  million 
The  city  s  last  majoi  flood  m  1979  reached  an  elevation 
of  48  81  feet.  A  levee  52  5  feet  high  would  protect  residents 
from  a  1 00- year  flood,  but  the  corps  is  studying  levees  up  to 
57.4  feet 

The  levees,  permanent  earth  m  structures  with  a  con¬ 
crete  floodwall.  would  be  placed  much  farther  from  the 
riverbank  than  emergency  dikes  That  means  many  people 
would  have  homes  or  businesses  between  uie  river  and  the 
levees  Those  people  could  leave  their  homes  and  compa¬ 
nies  by  accepting  compensation  or  have  their  buildings 
relocated  to  another  part  of  the  city 
Greg  Stennes.  co-owner  of  Whitey  s  Cafe,  would  be  in  this 
situation  Under  some  versions  of  the  levee  proposals 
Whitey  s  would  be  left  unprotected  from  a  flood,  because  it 
would  be  located  between  the  Red  River  and  the  new  le¬ 
vees 

Stennes  said  he  does  not  want  to  try  to  move  Whitey  s 
*Tm  opposed  to  being  placed  on  the  outside  of  any  dike 
This  summer.  Stennes  filed  an  application  to  get  Whitev  s 
listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  if  he  gets 
such  a  designation.  Stenr.es  hopes  it  would  force  the  city  or 
corps  to  ensure  that  his  bar-restaurant  would  get  some  type 
of  flood  protection 

After  the  meeting.  McCleery  said  the  unfavorable  reac¬ 
tion  to  the  pians  did  not  surprise  him  He  said  the  meeting 
was  held  to  raise  questions,  and  now  corps  staff  will  try  to 
come  up  with  some  answers  about  how  a  levee  system 
might  be-imoiemented 

In  remarks  to  me  residents  he  said  You  were  Iucky  m 
1978  You  were  iucky  :n  1979  "  But.  he  added  no  one  can 
deteilnme  how  long  the  city  s  luck  and  emercencv  flood¬ 
lighting  efforts  can  hold  out  without  being  supplemented 
by  permanent  levees 
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Levee  plans  uoi 
popular  at  meet 


The  best  possible  '  flood  con¬ 
trol  program  for  East  fcr3nd 
Forks  -  the  result  of  three 
years  of  planning  by  the  St 
Paul  Distrct  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  -  didn  t  get  a  very 
good  rating  'ram  the  cituens 
who  participated  in  the  infor¬ 
mational  meeting  on  that  sub¬ 
ject  Tuesday  night  at  the  AVTI. 

The  four  proposals,  which  the 
corps  says  are  feasible  from  an 
engineering  standpoint  and 
have  a  satisfactory 
cost- vs. -benefits  ratio,  would 
combine  permanent  .evees  in 
conjunction  with  other 
measures  .And.  they  would 
leave  a  number  of  businesses 
and  homes  —  anywhere  from  6a 
to  410  —  on  the  non-protect ed 
side  of  those  structures 
Although  less  than  100 
residents  turned  out.  the  reac¬ 
tion  they  gave  to  the  four  dif¬ 
ferent  plans  was  colder  than 
dike  patrol  duty  at  2  a.m  on  a 
late  March  morning 
Several  city  officials,  in¬ 
cluding  Council  President  Jim 
Gander.  Alderman-at-Large 
Steve  Gorman,  Third  Ward 
Aidecman  Duane  Fettig  and 
Clerk-Treasurer  Dave  Mack, 
predicted  that  a  council  vote 
this  week  on  any  of  the  four  pro¬ 
posals  would  be  unanimous 
against  them. 


The  first  if  the  four  plans 
outlined  sv  Martin  McCeerv 
corps  studv  manager  rads  *or 
construction  of  permanent 
levees  that  would  be  setback 
from  the  river  300  feet  and 
more  Existing  likes  would  be 
removed  and  the  earth  from 
them  used  where  possible  m  the 
new  .evees  Buildings  and 
homes  outside  the  levees  would 
be  provided  transportation  and 
utilities  access  during  non-flood 
periods. 

The  second  plan  matches  the 
first  except  that  buildings  out¬ 
side  the  levees  wouid  be  Hood- 
proofed  if  that  cost  did  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  cost  of  possible  flood 
damages 

In  the  third  plan,  also  basical¬ 
ly  the  same,  buildings  outside 
the  levees  would  be  acquired 
and  relocated  J  acquistion  costs 
did  not  exceed  the  cost  of  possi¬ 
ble  Hood  damages. 

And.  in  the  fourth  proposal, 
also  basically  the  same 
buildings  outside  the  levees 
would  be  acquired  and 
relocated  on  the  same  cost- 
damages  criteria 

The  estimated  federal  cost 
levee  construction'  ranges 
from  110  7  to  S21  6  million 

Generally,  the  federal 
government  would  pay  for  the 
cost  of  levee  construction,  with 


’.he  citv  'o  pav  ‘or  prooerfv  ac¬ 
quisition  and  relocation 

Estimated  costs  to  the  Cuv  of 
East  Grand  Forks  range  from 
P)  a  to  SI  I  6  million  through  the 
four  pians 

In  .ts  announcement  of  the 
worksnop  the  corps  said.  The 
baste  need  ls  a  pian  which  will 
significantly  reduce  flood 
damages  and  arford  the  City  of 
East  Grand  Forks  the  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  continued  growth 
and  development. 

Planning  studies  have 
anaivred  a  wipe  range  of  struc- 
t ura i  and  nonstructural 
measures  for  their  merit  in 
reducing  Hood  damages  Struc¬ 
tural  measures  analyzed  and 
dropped  from  further  study  in¬ 
clude  upstream  dams  and 
tnbutarv  reser-oirs,  diversions 
and  channel  modification  " 

The  corps  maintains  that 
structural  measures  are  the  on- 
,v  means  capable  of  reducing 

damages 

Three  .evee  alignments  and 
routings  were  a  part  of  the 
pians  A  ‘ourth  alignment, 
wnich  would  protect  many 
more  buildings  and  homes  was 
abandoned  because  its  closer 
proximitv  to  the  riven  pul  the 

Please  see  LEVEES.  Page  7 
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Continued  (mm  Pace  1 
evees  on  griund  deemed 
onaDie  to  support  them 

The  routing  the  corps  preters 
s  the  one  most  removed  from 
the  rivers  and  the  one  that 
would  ta*e  the  most  homes  and 
harnesses.  Alignments  closer 
to  the  rivers  might  prove  feasi¬ 
ble  but  need  further  study.  Mc- 
Geery  says 

In  reporting  on  the  individual 
ward  meetings  held  after  the  in¬ 
itial  explanation  of  the  pro¬ 
posals.  residents  made  their 
feeling  known.  The  issues  and 
concerns  raised  included: 


Grand  Kir*s  :evee  svstem 
before  a  decision  ;s  js*ec 
•  Feitig  noted  that  consti¬ 
tuents  oi  his  ward  should  he 
concerned,  even  it  their  proper¬ 
ties  are  not  jnmediateiv  af¬ 
fected.  because  of  the 
assessments  for  the  local  share 
of  the  project  that  they  might 
have  to  assume 


•  Amazement  that  the  corps 
would  spend  the  time  and 
money  for  a  study  ot  protective 
measures  for  East  Grand 
Forks,  a  city  of  8.500.  and  drop 
further  attempts  to  do  the  same 
for  the  over  40.000  residents  of 
Grand  Forks,  saying  projects 
there  were  not  economically 
feasible 

•  That  the  city  council  would 
not  vote  on  whether  or  not  it 
wants  to  ask  Congress  for  aids 
to  construct  a  levee  system  un¬ 
til  late  1986  and  that  construc¬ 
tion  wouldn't  be  completed  until 
after  1990  —  a  time  period  that 
just  keeps  reminding  peopie 
that  the  city  has  a  flood  poten¬ 
tial  and  tends  to  decrease  pro 
pertv  values. 

•  That  consideration  of  a 
levee  program  for  homes  that 
might  be  placed  on  the  river¬ 
side  of  structures  would  lead  to 
questions  about  whether  or  not 
property  owners  should  even 
provide  routine  maintenance 

•  Gary  Sanders,  city  con¬ 
sulting  engineer,  noted  that  the 
corps  has  one  study  underway 
that  would  not  provide  any  pro¬ 
tection  for  the  Point  area 

•  Lynn  Jabs,  a  contractor, 
was  critical  of  the  corps.  Min¬ 
nesota  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  and  bodies  such  as 
the  Lower  Red  River  Manage¬ 
ment  Board  for  not  working 
together  for  long-range  pro¬ 
grams  designed  to  hold  the 
water  at  its  source  throughout 
the  Red  and  Red  Lake  river 
watersheds 

■•We've  drained  marginal 
farm  land  again  and  again.  We 
need  more  coordination  and 
better  communication  between 
federal  and  stale  agencies.''  he 
said. 

'  •  Alderman  Lynn  Stauss.  who 

presided  at  the  First  Ward 
meeting,  noted  a  concern  that 
there  would  be  a  considerable 
loss  of  income  to  the  city  d 
residents  did  not  maintain  their 
properties,  or  if  values  w here 
reduced  because  they  would  be 
left  unprotected  m  a  levee  pro¬ 
ject 

S'  *  Should  not  Grand  Forks  be 
studied  and  considered  for 
possible  impacts  from  an  East 
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Economics  is 
at  top  of  city’s 
priority  list 

Most  of  those  attending  a  public  workshop  on  the  question  of 
how  they  would  like  East  Grand  Forks  to  be  in  20  years  apparent* 
ly  agree  with  the  emphasis  that  city  government,  chamber  of 
commerce  and  state  legislatures  have  placed  on  the  need  for  an 
improved  economic  base. 

Thirty-five  suggested  goals  for  the  city  were  gleaned  from 
workshop  participants,  who  met  in  seven  smatl  groups  to  discuss 
suggestions  and  to  compile  a  fisting  of  their  top.  choices. 

Each  of  the  more  than  50  participants  were  then  allowed  to  cast 
weighted  ballots  on  the  final  listing  of  35,  giving  their  first  choice 
free  points,  their  second  four  points',  etc. 

One-half,  or  five  of  the'top  10  suggestions  in  the  final  balloting 
on  the  35  suggestions  called  for  improving  the  city’s  commercial 
and/or  industrial  base. 

They  included: 

•  Develop  a  favorable  climate  to  attract  business  and  industry 
(52  points). 

•  “Become  an  independent  city,  with  sufficient  retail  and  in¬ 
dustrial  businesses,  public  facilities  and  services  to  create  more 
jobs  (25  points). 

•  Encourage  small  business  to  locate  is  the  city— both  present 
and  new  (21  points). 

•  Establish  an  expanded  industrial  area  (IS  points). 

•  Establish  an  industrial  center  for  ag-related  industries  (15 
points). 

The  second  and  fourth  suggestions  each  called  specifically  for 
growth  in  the  city’s  population.  Twenty-seven  points  and  second- 
place  were  captured  by  a  statement  that  the  city  should  "have  a 
population  of  15,000,  with  more  industry  and  business.1’ 

“Work  to  encourage  population  growth”  received  23  points  and 
fourth-place  a  the  final  balloting. 

Two  other  top-10  suggestions  called  for  having  the  flood-threat 
potentials  largely  eliminated.  One  states,  “Have  no  flood  pro¬ 
blems.*’  The  other  says,  “Update  permanent  flood  controls.” 

The  10th- ranking  suggestion,  which  garnered  13  points,  urges, 
“Move  the  entire  town  out  of  the  flood  plain.” 

The  workshop  was  conducted  by  BUI  Wiedman  who  owns  a  firm 
that  specializes  in  encouraging  and  gaining  individual  participa¬ 
tion  and  input  at  public  gatherings. 

The  suggestions  will  be  reviewed  by  city  government  and  other 
community  leaders  at  follow-up  meeting  scheduled  tor  Nov.  14 
and  21. 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS  EXPONENT  -  November  3 


1983 


/ Small  concrete  dike 
idea  proposed  as 
Corps  plan  alternate 


A  proposal  calling  for  the 
erection  of  concrete  dikes  about 
three  feet  high  in  many  areas  of 
the  city  has  been  put  forth  as  a 
possible  alternative  to  the  .Ar¬ 
my  Corps  of  Engineers  current 
proposal  for  bigger,  heavier 
dikes  built  one  or  more  blocks 
away  from  the  rivers. 

City  Council  President  Jim 
Gander  outlined  the  proposal  at 
the  Oct.  27  council  meeting  as  a 
more  economical  program  than 
the  Corps'  over  $3  million  pro¬ 
posal. 

Gander,  whose  backyard  runs 
down  to  the  banks  of  the  Red 
River,  noted  that  the  proposal 
would  enable  many  more 


homes  and  business  buildings  to 
remain  and  that  they  would 
have  some  protection,  rather 
than  to  be  left  on  the  outside  of 
the  dike  system  proposed  by  the 
Corps. 

His  suggestion  is  that,  on 
those  lots  bordering  the  Red  or 
Red  Lake  nvers,  where  there  is 
no  diking  now  or  where 
engineers  have  determined  that 
the  existing  dikes  are  not  depen¬ 
dable.  that  individual  property 
owners  install  or  have  installed, 
on  proper  footings,  a  3-foot  con¬ 
crete  wait,  .An  approved  walk¬ 
through  gateway  could  be 
allowed  if  the  owner  wants  to 
See  DIKE  PLAN,  Page  2 


Dike  plan 

Continued  from  Page  1 
continue  using  the  area  outside 
the  wall. 

Gander  believes,  for  many 
homeowners,  the  cost  would  be 
only  COO  to  MOO. 

The  gateways  would  have  to 
be  equipped  with  doors  that  city 
officials  could  order  closed  dur¬ 
ing  times  of  flood  emergencies. 

Gander  said  the  Corps  office 
in  St.  Paul  wants  city  residents 


to  come  up  with  alternative  sug¬ 
gestions  and  he  gained  council 
consensus  for  Gary  Sanders, 
the  city’s  consulting  engineer, 
to  prepare  some  supporting 
data  and  submit  this  proposal. 

"This  suggestion  may  not  be 
workable  at  all  but  I  want  to  put 
forth  in  the  hope  that  it  will  spur 
thinking  and  discussion  and 
many  more  suggestions  by  our 
citizens,"  Gander  said. 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS  EXPONENT  -  November  17,  1983 


The  second  in  a  series  c; 
pubhc-parttcipadton  worksncps 
attempting  to  establish  minor 
goals  fcr  East  (Irani  Forks' 
development  :r,  tr.o  ensuing  .) 
years  consolidated  and  pruned 
a  list  c f  30  suggestions  unto  : cur 
Monday  in  city  hail. 

The  list  of  "0  suggested  g...is 
was  prepared  by  t.ne  consulting 
firm,  which  is  conducting  the 
wvr.-is.kcps.  from  a  municipal 
goal  list  of  35  suggestions  com¬ 
piled  at  the  first  meeting  l  17 
by  over  50  res. dents. 

At  Monday's  meeting,  attend¬ 
ed  by  seme  3?  city  government, 
c  c  m  n  u  n :  t  y  a  r.  d  bus;  r.  -:  s  s 
leaders,  a  list  o;  four  ; e r 

goals  was  agreed  upon: 


traffic. 


Word-hop  participants  then 
divided  into  small  groups  to  at¬ 
tempt  to  designate  more 
specific:;1!;.'  what  goals  should 
be  sough:  under  each  heading. 

wr.at  kind,  how  man; .  where 
and  when. 

The  group  considering  the 
establishment  of  more  in¬ 
dustrial  and  manufacturing 
firms: 

•Specified,  under  manufac¬ 
turing  firms,  these  that  would 
produce  planting,  harvesting 
and  other  heavy  and  medium- 
size  equipment  for  farm  .  pera- 


taxes,  ft: -z n  c orz » r;.*.e  p r . r  er* y 
taxes,  ft: -’ft  s'cite  ccrscr.al  i r.- 
come  taxes,  inadequate 
transportation  services, 
climate  and  the  ability  ci  city 
utility  services  to  keep  up  wit1, 
the  demands  cf  such  growth. 

The  group  considering  im¬ 
provements  ana  expansion  of 
the  city's  rotni!  business: 


arm  a  Iti-.k  el  downtown  traif.o. 


The  final  w  v  -shop  session, 
ir r  7  r ).ni.  r. c v 

Nov.  21,  :r;  the  City  Hall  base¬ 
ment.  will  deal  with,  obstacles 
and  ways,  to  overcome  them. 
This  meeting  w  ill  be  open  to  the 
public. 


N-B-49 


fhe  Eoorenl/Thj'sday  Nove-be'  ?3 


Obstacles r 
to  goals 
discussed 

at  meet  , 

• The  third  in  a  series  of  public 
,■  participation  workshops  design¬ 
ed  to  establish  major  goals  for 
East  Grand  Forks’  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  next  20  years  con- 
centrated  Monday  on  ways  to  ' 
overcome  obstacles  to  the  four , 

.  main  goals  agreed  upon  earlier,  j 
About  30  city  government,  j 
community  and  business' 
leaders,  meeting  in  small-group  | 
sessions,  each  dealing  with  one1 
of  the  four  goals,  attempted  toj 
develop  strategies  and' 
prioritize  them  into  those  which 
could  be  started  immediately, 
those  to  be  done  in  two  to  five 
years,  and  those  to  be  ac¬ 
complished  over  a  six  to  20-year 
period. 

The  four  main  goals,  agreed 
to  at  the  second  meeting  in  the 
series  on  Nov.  It,  are: 

•  Improve  flood  protection 

devices  and  programs.  -  j 

•  Improve  and  expand  the  ci¬ 
ty’s  retail  business  community.  , 

•  Attract  and  establish  addi-  j 
,  tional  industrial  and  manufac- 

,  turing  firms.  •  .■  >  j  ,1 

•  •  Improve  traffic  flow  to  aid  i  ’ 

retail  growth  and  protect-  ( 
^  residential  areas  from  heavy  ’ 
.  traffic. .  ■  ~n.  r  ' -f  •. 


At  the  conclusion  of  Monday's 
third  session.  Bill  Wiedman,  ’ 
who  was  employed  jointly  by 
the  city  council  and  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  conduct  the 
three  workshops,  has  a  number 
of  volunteers  when  he  asked  for 
persons  to  be  responsible  for 
foliow-up  actions.  '  £ 

Suzanne  Gaines,  a  corps 
employee,  said  summaries  of  I 
the  workshop  actions  will  be  ' 
mailed  to  city  aldermen,  other*' 
office  heads,  state  legislators . 
serving  East  Grand  Forks,  city  * 
planning  and  zoning  commis¬ 
sioners,  the  chamber  of  com¬ 
merce,  and  the  Highway  220 
.  North  Merchants  Association 
.  Ron  England  agreed  to  lead  a 
discussion  with  aldermen  at  a 
city  council  meeting  after  the 
conclusion  of  the  workshops 
have  been  studied:  Steve  Gor¬ 
man,  chamber  of  commerce  .'! 
president,  will  lead  a  discussion  j 
by  the  organization;  Richard  1 
Wiley  will  lead  discussion  with 
the  220  merchants,  and  Ellis  . 
Larson,  executive  secretary  off 
the  planning  commission,  will".’ 
discuss  the  conclusions  with  the] 
body.  j  j 

Don  Schneider,  executive) 
director  of  the  Ho-sing  and 
Redevelopment  Authority  and1 
coordinator  of  Community' 
Development  projects  in  the  ci-! 
ly,  volunteered  to  brief- 
members  of  the  State  Depart-) 
ment  of  Energy  and  Economic! 
Development  on  the  findings.  1 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS  EXPONENT  -  January  5 


1984 


Flood  grant 
request  eyed 


Grant - 

Continued  from  Page  1 


A  proposal  that  the  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  apply  for  a  Com¬ 
munity  Development  Small  Cities  Development  Grant  i  SCDG )  to 
move  or  remove  homes  and  businesses  in  the  flood  plain  and  flood 
fringe  areas  of  the  city  got  a  lot  of  discussion  at  Tuesday  night's 
council  meeting. 

Eight  of  the  11  members  of  the  city's  Community  Development 
Advisory  Committee,  meeting  in  July,  had  voted  unanimously  ui 
favor  of  applying  for  a  grant  to  initiate  an  annual  program  of 
clearing  substantially  margin  housing  and  firms  and  of  moving 
other  homes  and  businesses  from  flood-prone  areas. 

At  that  meeting.  Alderman-at-Large  Steve  Gorman  said  the 
biggest  single  problem  facing  the  city  is  the  need  to  lower  local 
real  estate  taxes  by  expanding  the  business  base  to  create  more 
jobs  ana  bring  new  families  to  the  city.  ‘The  flood  problems  we 
face,  especially  with  existing  state  law.  art  a  major  deterrent  to 
business  expansion,  he  said  then. 

Because  of  the  temporary  dikes"  in  the  city,  he  said,  one  -third 
of  the  population  and  one-fifth  of  ail  structures  are  subject  to  the 
Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources  iDNR)  regulations 
that  prohibit  the  rebuilding  of  homes  and  commercial  properties 
in  the  flood  plain  and  severely  limiting  the  extent  to  which  renova¬ 
tions  and  additions  to  those  structures  can  be  made. 

Gorman  also  said  the  threat  of  flooding  has  increased  We 
have  had  IS  floods  since  I960."  he  noted  while  pointing  out  that 
flood  damage  costs  have  skyrocketed 

The  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  ( FEMAi.  wrucft 
administers  the  national  flood  insurance  program,  spent  *4.9 
million  on  claims  in  the  city  after  the  1979  flood.  Damages  to  the 
city  in  terms  of  lost  business,  volunteer  labor,  and  costs  incurred 
by  city  government,  increased  the  cost  to  S*-9  million. 

The  SL  Paul  District  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been 
involved  in  a  multi-phase  flood  control  study  since  1980  and  at  a 
public  meeting  in  October,  discussed  four  proposals  for  perma¬ 
nent  flood  controls.  Each  of  the  four  would  combine  permanent 
levees  with  other  measures  and  would  leave  •  number  of 
homes  and  businesses  —  anywhere  from  64  to  410  —  on  the  non¬ 
protected  side  of  levees. 

Generally,  the  federal  government  would  pay  the  cost  of  the 
levee  construction  with  the  city  liable  for  property  acquisition  and 
relocation  in  those  plans.  Estimated  costs  to  the  city  range  from 
SO  8  million  to  $116  million. 

Against  this  background.  Don  Schneider,  director  of  the  Com¬ 
munity  Development  programs,  proposed  Tuesday  that  the  the  ci¬ 
ty  seek  $700,000  small  cities  grams  in  each  of  the  next  five  yean. 

U  the  total  of  $3.6  million  were  received  through  the  Minnesota 
Department  of  Energy  and  Economic  Development  ( DEED),  the 
state  agency  that  administers  such  grants.  Schneider  says  a  pro¬ 
ject  could  be  started  to  remove  mast  homes  and  businesses  from 
the  critical  areas.  It  would  also  provide  lor  an  updating  of  the  plan 
to  include  consideration  for  permanent  diking  and  development  of 
a  relocation  ptan  tor  34  businesses  and  201  homes  that  would  be  af¬ 
fected  by  construction  of  a  permanent  dike. 

ScIiMtdee  said  he  believes  the  city  has  a  50-30  chance  of  getting 
the  first  year  grant  for  sucn  a  program.  The  first  year  money,  he 
said  would  pay  for  a  planner  to  complete  a  relocation  plan,  start 
acquisiton  of  deteriorated  or  vacant  commercial  property,  up¬ 
date  the  comprehensive  guide  plan,  begin  acquisition  through 
voluntary  sales  of  relocation  sites  for  homes  and  businesses,  and 
begin  acquisuon  of  homes  througn  voluntary  sales  and  the  reloca¬ 
tion  of  families  in  areas  critical  to  improvement  of  the  temporary 
dikes  or  the  possible  construction  of  permanent  levees. 

Both  Gary  Sanders,  city  consulting  engineer,  and  Gorman  told 
concerned  homeowners  Tuesday  that  the  thrust  of  the  program 
proposed  by  Scrneider  seeks  to  assist  families  and  businesses 
that  would  be  in  the  way  of  ...  or  on  the  unprotected  side...  of  a  per¬ 
manent  levees  that  might  be  constructed,  or  any  improvements  in 
the  temporary  dike  system 

Please  see  ORAffT,  Page  X 


Council  President  Jim  Gander  said  the  plan,  if  the  grant  is  ap¬ 
proved,  would  enable  the  city  to  take  some  worthwhile  steps  to 
improve  the  existing  dike  system. 

Alderman  Lynn  Stauss,  however,  spoke  against  a  part  of  the 
proposal  that  proposes  the  removal  of  the  former  downtown  Pigg- 
ly  Wiggly  store  building,  413  2nd  St.  NW.  "It’s  too  good  a  struc¬ 
ture.  If  your  ptan  Is  to  simply  make  it  another  parking  lot,  we 
have  too  many  parking  lots  downtown  now.  I’d  much  rather  see 
that  building  restored  and  used.” 

Aldermen  instructed  Schneider  at  the  close  of  the  discussion  to 
replace  the  Piggly  Wiggly  building  with  a  proposal  to  take  three 
homes  on  1st  Street  NW,  more  of  the  former  Rudh  Brothers  Fur¬ 
niture  store  building,  and  the  current  city  maintenance  shop. 

Any  possible  application  for  SCDG  monies  must  be  submitted 
before  Feb.  1  and  the  subject  will  get  more  consideration  at  the 
council’s  Jan.  19  meeting. 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS  EXPONENT  -  January  26,  1984 


These,  homes  on  1st  Stroat  NW  would  ba  removed  te  allow 


.dahl's  Corner"  If  the  city's  grant  application  Is  approved.  In 


construction  ol  a  permanent  earth  dike  In  the  area  o>  “Jor-  all.  eight  homes  wogid  be  removed  from  the  vulnerable  area. 

^Flood  grant  is  sought 


East  Grand  Eorks  aldermen 
have  authorized  the  city  to  app¬ 
ly  for  a  $515,000  grant  to  assist 
in  the  mitigation  of  flood 
damages  and  accomplishing 
improvements  on  the  city’s  pre¬ 
sent  protective  dike  system 
along  the  Ked  and  Red  Lake 
rivers. 

The  money  is  being  sought 
from  the  federal  government's 
Community  Development 
Small  Cities  Program,  which  Is 
administered  by  the  Minnesota 
Department  of  Energy  and 
Economic  Development 
(DEED). 

Don  Schneider,  supervisor  of 
Community  Development  pro¬ 
jects  in  the  city,  says  the  work 
that  would  be  undertaken,  if 
grant  is  awarded,  would  be  the 
types  of  projects  that: 


•The  city  Itself  will  have  to 
undertake  eventually  if  current 
negotiations  with  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  fail  to  pro¬ 
duce  a  mutually-aCceptable 
plan  for  the  construction  of  a 
more  permanent  diking  system 
that  could  be  built  with  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  authorized  by 
Congress. 

•The  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  city  will  be  doing  tf  the  city 
council  and  the  corps  eventual¬ 
ly  reach -agreement -on  a  new 
diking  system  for  this  city. 

Discussion  on  Jan.  19,  which 
was  a  continuance  of  a  public 
hearing  held  Jan.  3,  emphasized 
that  the  projects  would  be 
geared  to  improving  the  present 
earth-dike  system  so  it  can 
withstand  up  to  a  “100-year" 
flood. 


The  corps  of  engineers  cur¬ 
rently  wants  to  Install  a  more 
permanent  dike  system  that 
wjll  withstand  all  but  the  worst 
flood  anticipated  here  each  500 
years. 

Schneider,  whb  prepared  the 
grant  application,  included  the 
following  breakdown  of  how  the 
$515,000  might  be  used:  ' 

•$40,000  for  acquisition  and 
clearing  of  the  west  20  feet  of 
the  former  Rudh  Bros.  Fur- 


downtown  area,  Schneider 
notes. 

•$320,000  for  acquisition  of 
eight  homes  and  the  relocation 
of  the  families  so  stable 
permanent  earth  dike  could  be 
erected  at  the. west  end  of  6th 
Avenue  NW. 

Known  as  the  "Jordahl  Cor¬ 
ner",  this  area  sits  on  a  major 
underground  fault  in  the  river 
bank,  Schneider  notes.  During 
recent  floods,  temporary  diking 


nllure  Building,  102  DeMers  **h«s  had  to  be  erected  at  what  is 


Ave.  NW,  The  Rudh  firm  used  a  ' 
combination  of  older  buildings 
and  the  west  20  feet  originally 
was  a  separate  store.  This 
structure  needs  to  be  entirely 
removed  so  that,  in  the  case  of  a 
flood  as  serious  as  that  of  1979, 
more  adequate  temporary  dik¬ 
ing  may  be  built  to  protect  the 


“the  most  severe"  weak  spot  in 
nil  of  the  city's  dike  system. 

Permanent  diking  has  never 
been  built  because  it  would 
have  to  be  located  on  the  sites  of 
houses  at  508,  514  ,  522,  601,  605 
and  609  on  1st  Street  NW.  The 
home  at  602  1st  St.  NW  would 
See  FLOOD  GRANT,  Pnee  2 
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also  have  to  be  acquired  to 
enable  the  intersection  of  6th 
Avenue  and  1st  Street  to  be 
relocated. 

•635,000  for  construction  of 
the  earth  dike'  in  the  JordaM 
Comer  area  and  to  relocate 
roadways  as  needed.  This  work 
would  be  coordinated  with  the 
corps  of  engineers,  the  Min¬ 
nesota  Department  of  Natural 
Resources,  the  federal  agency 
that  administers  the  national 
flood  insurance  program,  and 
other  state  and  federal  agen¬ 
cies,  Schneider  notes. 

•{40,000  for  administrative 
1  costs  associated  with  the  grant. 

•{80,000  for  a  professional 
planning  consultant  to  carry  out 
a  three-phase  program. 

That  program  would  include : 

•Development  of  a  long-range 
relocation  plan  for  residences, 
i  public  facilities  and  businesses 
now  located  in  what  are  con¬ 
sidered  floodways  or  flood- 


fringe  areas. 

•Updating  the  comprehensive 
guide  plan  (land-use  plan)  for 
Hast  Grand  Forks.  The,  last  one 
was  updated  in  1978. 

•Develop  ancf  coordinate  a 
permanent  flood  protection 
plan  for  the  city  that  would  be 
acceptable  to  both  the  corps  of 
engineers  and  a  majority  of  city 
residents. 

At  both  public'  hearing  ses¬ 
sions,  Schneider  placed  em¬ 
phasis  o.i  the  importance  of  be¬ 
ing  able  to  hire  a  planning  con¬ 
sultant  and  get  work  on  these 
three  projects  started. 

His  application  resume  notes 
that  planning  "would  provide 
the  city  guidance  on: 

"(1)  How  the  city  should  pro¬ 
ceed  with  its  planning  and  zon¬ 
ing  development  efforts  in  the 
immediate  years  ahead. 

"(2)  How  it  can  protect  itself 
against  100-year-level  floods 
and  what  houses,  public 


facilities  and  businesses  (if 
any)  should  be  relocated  to 
enable  the  city  to  relocate 
and/or  construct  better  diking 
to  better  protect  the  city  at  the 
100-yeqr  flood  level. 

"(3)  A  relocation  guidance 
plan  that  would  detail  where 
houses,  public  facilities  and 
businesses  could  most  suitably 
be  relocated,  along  with  cost 
estimates  of  such  relocations. 

"This  planning  work  would  be 
coordinated,”  Schneider  plans, 
"with  the  corps  of  engineers, 
the  Minnesota  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  (DNH),  the 
Federal  Emergency  Manage¬ 
ment  Agency  (FEMA,  which 
administers  the  national  flood 
insurance  program)  and  other 
state  and  federal  agencies  as 
necessary." 

Schneider  anticipates  it  will 
be  April  30  before  the  state  an¬ 
nounces  recipients  of  these  1984 
SCDG  funds. 
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Corps  plan 
Joesn’t  call 
for  south 
EGF  levee 

By  Mike  Brae 

Herald  Staff  Writer 

East  Grand  Forks  south  side  would 
not  be  enclosed  by  a  permanent  levee 
in  the  L'.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers' 
draft  proposal  for  flood  protection 
But  the  preliminary  plan  wiU  call 
for  at  least  $20  million  in  levee  con¬ 
struction  around  the  city’s  north  side, 
which  would  require  the  removal  of 
172  homes  and  commercial  buildings 
The  city’s  share  would  total  at  least 
$7.1  million.  Corps  officials  said 
All  downtown  structures  west  of 
First  Street  Northwest,  including 
Wtaitey  s  restaurant  and  American 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan,  would  be 
razed  under  the  plan. 

The  levee  alignment  can’t  be 
changed,  or  moved  closer  to  the  Red 
River,  without  losing  Corps  support 
and  federal  financing,  project  manag¬ 
er  Martin  McCleery  told  city  officials 
Wednesday 

The  American  Federal  building  and 
homes  m  the  Forest  Court  area  could 
be  left  outside  the  levee  if  the  city 
thought  best 

The  building  could  be  flood-proofed, 
although  it  s  going  to  look  funny’’  out¬ 
side  the  levee.  McCleery  said  The 
Forest  Court  area  would  be  more  vul¬ 
nerable  to  flooding  and  would  require 
other  flood- fighting  measures 
Saying  there  will  be  time  and  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  further  discussion,  city  offi¬ 
cials  recommended  Wednesday  that 
those  structures  be  planned  for  re¬ 
moval  The  officials  included  Mayor 
Louis  Murray  and  members  of  the  City 
Council  and  the  city  s  flood  protection 
committee 

"I’ve  gotten  you  up  to  the  point 
where  we  have  identified  the  plan. 
McCleery  said.  Things  are  going  to 
start  speeding  up  We  re  down  to  the 
push-and-shove.  1  guess 

The  city  will  receive  the  draft  re¬ 
port  in  June  he  said,  after  Corps  of  A- 
cials  have  reviewed  recommen¬ 
dations  The  report  will  be  explained 
at  public  hearings  in  June 

In  August,  the  city  will  be  asked  to 
decide  whether  to  aoorove  the  project 
m  principle.  McCleery  said  Actual 
construction  would  not  begin  until 
1987.  after  design  work,  plans  and 
specifications  have  been  completed 
The  Corps  determined  that  a  levee 
around  the  cuys  south  side,  or  Point 
neighborhood,  can  t  be  justified  eco¬ 
nomically.  because  too  many  homes 
would  have  to  be  acquired 

Instead,  the  agency  concluded  that 
17  structures  could  be  removed  and 
relocated  outside  the  100-year  flood 
plain  used  by  the  Federal  Emergency 
Management  Agency  to  guide  flood  in¬ 
surance  regulations  Some  of  the 
structures  possibly  could  be  flood - 
proofed.  Corps  officials  said 
Pleasc-see  LEVEE. 
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Those  buildings  include  the  the  Eagles 
Club.  Dave's  Apco  service  station  and  Point 
Liquors  The  homes  are  scattered  in  small¬ 
er  groups. 

A  100-year  flood  plain  is  land  where  the 
statistical  probability  of  being  inundated 
during  a  given  year  is  1  percent.  The  south 
side  contains  251  acres  that  fall  within  the 
100-year  flood  plain 

"We  want  to  be  assured  that  if  we  flood- 
proof  that  area  with  federal  funds,  it  meets 
Corps  criteria."  McCleery  said. 

But  Gary  Sanders,  the  city's  consulting 
engineer,  said  home  acquisition  and  reloca¬ 
tion  "would  be  a  disaster"  if  only  some 
homes  are  purchased.  Many  Point  residents 
would  be  upset,  he  said. 

Sanders  said  the  Point  homeowners  are 
eligible  for  federal  flood  insurance,  any¬ 
way  The  city  would  have  to  pay  20  percent 
of  the  relocation  costs.  Other  city  officials 
sided  with  Sanders. 

Most  of  the  north  side  levee  would  consist 
of  a  permanent  earthen  structure,  but  parts 
—  especially  in  the  downtown  area  — 
would  consist  of  concrete  flood  walls. 

Current  emergency  levees  built  closer  to 
the  Red  River  would  be  removed,  and  the 
area  would  be  leveled  and  rezoned. 
McCleery  said  matching  federal  grams  for 
recreational  uses  in  the  flood  plain  are 
available  The  city  also  might  want  to  dedi¬ 
cate  part  of  tie  area  to  natural  habitat  and 
save  on  maintenance  costs,  he  said. 

Without  levee  protection.  McCleery  said. 
East  Grand  Forks  property  damage  could 
reach  $50  million  in  a  100-year  flood  and 
$30  million  in  a  50-year  flood.  With  the  pro¬ 
tection.  the  Corps  estimates  damage  would 
be  $10  million  in  a  100-year  flood.  With  the 
work,  a  50-vear  flood  would  not  cause  sig¬ 
nificant  nropertv  damage. 

"W.ihoul  the  project."  McCleery  said, 
"you  re  forced  to  reconstruct  your  commu¬ 
nity  over  a  period  of  time,  maybe  50  years.” 


along  Minnesota  Highway  220  The  levee 
would  help  stimulate  development  and  in¬ 
crease  property  values  wnh:n  its  bound¬ 
aries.  he  said 

McCleery  brought  along  photographs  of 
East  Grand  Forks  that  were  partially  paint¬ 
ed  to  demonstrate  how  the  new  levee  might 
change  the  city's  appearance  in  the  down¬ 
town  area  The  photos  included  a  broad 
park  area  along  the  river,  with  a  boat  land¬ 
ing  and  tennis  courts,  and  even  r.ew  retail 
buildings  along  the  Burlington  Northern 
railroad  right-of-wav  leading  to  Highway 
220. 

McCleery  said  the  drawings  were  based 
on  comments  from  past  public  meetings 
about  future  city  expansion.  City  officials 
asked  McCleery  to  touch  up  the  photo  fur¬ 
ther  to  show,  among  other  things.  DeMers 
Avenue  running  through  the  Holiday  Mall 
parking  lot. 

City  officials  are  unsure  how  the  city's 
levee  costs  would  be  divided  among  resi¬ 
dents.  The  levee  also  would  force  other  ma¬ 
jor  changes  in  traffic  patterns  and 
development  in  the  city,  they  said 

The  levee  would  benefit  ihe  Point  area 
and  the  city  of  Grand  Forks  by  widening  the 
Red  River  flow  area  during  a  flood  and 
dropping  the  flood  elevation  about  half  a 
foot.  McCleery  said 

East  Grand  Forks  has  applied  for 
$515,000  in  state  grant  money  for  flood¬ 
fighting  purposes.  Part  of  the  money  wouid 
be  used  to  find  an  alternative  to  the  Corps 
plan  Bui  McCleery  said  it  probably  could 
be  used  as  part  of  the  city's  share  of  the 
Corps  project 

The  Minnesota  Fnergv  and  Economic 
Development  Department  is  expected  to 
select  grant  applicants  by  April  30 

In  1980.  the  Corps  studied  the  flood  plain 
in  Grand  Forks  and  concluded  it  couldn't 
provide  federal  assistance  for  orotective 
projects  on  the  west  side  because  it 
wouldn't  be  economically  justifiable. 
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our  opinion 


EGF  should 
save  Whitey’s 

Tear  down  Whitey’s?  You  have  got  to  be 
kidding. 

But  no,  alas.  The  United  States  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  is  not  noted  for  a  sense  of  humor 
—  nor  for  any  sense  of  history  or  community. 
The  Army  has  told  East  Grand  Forks  it  can 
build  a  $20  million  dike  that  would  wipe  out 
172  homes  and  businesses.  All  the  commer¬ 
cial  buildings  west  of  First  Street  Northwest 
would  be  razed  —  including  Whitey’s  Cafe, 
the  famed  eating  and  drinking  establishment 
described  by  historical  researcher  Norene 
Roberts  as  “the  last  surviving  link  with  the 
early  history  of  East  Grand  Forks  as  a  center 
of  gambling  and  liquor  in  the  lower  Red  Riv¬ 
er  Valley _ ” 

The  Army’s  proposal,  as  presented  last 
week  by  city  and  federal  officials,  appears  to 
be  a  take-it-or-leave-it  proposition.  If  East 
Grand  Forks  doesn’t  like  it,  tough. 

Something  has  to  be  done.  Only  three  feet 
of  sandbags  atop  the  current  dike  held  back 
the  1979  flood,  and  there  is  a  question  about 
the  strength  of  the  dike. 

But  it  just  can’t  be  right  to  gut  the  down¬ 
town  district  and  wipe  out  pleasant  residen¬ 
tial  streets.  It  will  not  be  progress  for  East 
Grand  Forks  to  lose  Whitey’s;  a  relocated 
Whitey’s  won’t  be  the  same  or  as  good.  And  it 
sure  isn’t  right  for  the  Army  to  act  is  if  U.S. 
“Unconditional  Surrender”  Grant  'were  in 
charge  of  negotiating  flood  projects. 

East  Grand  Forks  should  enlist  the  Minne¬ 
sota  congressional  delegation  to  prevail  on 
the  Army  for  another  plan. 

Save  Whitey’s! 
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On  the  subject  of  flood  protection,  which  has  gotten  a  lot 
of  publicity  ot  late,  I  find  it  strange  that  just  the  East  Side  ot  I 
the  river  is  getting  all  the  attention  and  concern.  j 

Publicity  on  the  subject  has  tended  to  put  EOF  in  a  bad  light' 
in  comparison  to  Grand  Forks.  But,  it  is  Grand  Forks  that, 
according  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  can't  be  protected  on  the 
basis  of  cost  vs.  benelit  guidelines. 

The  Point  Area  ol  EGF  was  recently  put  into  the  same 
situation  as  Grand  Forks  (of  being  not  worth  protecting),  but 
I  find  solace  in  the  tact  that  if  the  water  ever  rises  to  the  point 
of  running  through  my  basement  windows  there,  it  will  be 
above  the  door  knob  on  Norby's.  .. 


Until  week  No  CM.  this  IS  Homespun 

ll’attat  Sivuddl 
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Still  takes  1 72  properties 

Corps’  latest 
plan  cuts  cost; 
severs  Point 


A  considerably  lower  city  cost  estimate  and  an  increase  tempo 
for  local  decision-making  highlight  the  latest  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  preliminary  plan  tor  East  Grand  Forks  Hood  protec¬ 
tion.  •  ... 

A  major  feature  ot  the  latest  proposal  is  that  it  does  not  propose 
to  erect  either  earth  or  concrete  leveees,  built  to  corps  standards, 
anywnere  m  the  Point  area  of  the  city.  Corps  reasoning  is  that  a 
levee  there  cannot  be  justified  economically  because  too  many 
homes  would  have  to  be  acquired. 

This  is  a  key  (actor  in  the  redv.aon  of  the  estimated  costs  tor 
levee  construction,  the  purcha-e  and  clearing  of  land  and 
easements  and  rtghts-of-way  pricurement  that  the  city  would 
have  to  provide  from  earlier  estimates  of  $11.6  million  to  roughly 
$7.1  million.  —  - 

The  latest  plan  was  presented  Thursday  to  a  meeting  of  city 
council  members  and  members  01  the  city's  flood  control  commit¬ 
tee  by  Martin  McCleery,  study  manager  tor  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  District  Office  in  St.  Paul. 

For  city  areas  north  of  the  Red  Lake  River,  the  latest  proposal 
caLls  tor  installing  about  $20  mill  on  worth  of  earth  and  concrete 
levees,  and  the  removal  of  172  homes  and  commercial  buildings. 

All  preient  downtown  structures  on  the  west  side  of  2nd  Street 
NW  would  be  razed.  Included  would  be-.  American  Federal, 
Whitey's  Cafe,  Mike's  Pizza.  Fail  Building,  Somm  Office 
Building,  American  Legion  Post,  public  library,  city  maintenance 
shop  and  the  building  housing  Golden  Cue  BiUards  and  Center 
Cinema  theater.  '■ 

'"McCleery  said  corps  studies  are  at  the  point  where  the  city  can 
no  longer  ask  for  levee  alignment  (location)  the  height  of  the 
Jevees  or  the  areas  where  earth  or  concrete  levees  woultfbe  built. 

The  levee  alignment  cannot  be  changed  or  moved  closer  to  the 
Red  River  in  any  area  without  losing  corps  support  for  the  overall 
project  and.  thereby,  some  of  the  federal  financial  aids  the  city- 
might  expect,  McCleery  indicated.  './‘■.’m-’ 

Most  of  the  north  area  levee  w.  uid  be  of  earth  construction  but 
some  parts— especially  in  the  downtown  area— would  be  con¬ 
crete. 

McCleery  said  the  latest  proposal  offers  some  help  (or  both  the 
Point  area  and  the  City  of  Grand  Forks,  because  it  provides  a 
w  ider  Red  River  channel  to  carry  Rood  waters  past  the  two  cities. 
This  widening  would  nelp  drop  tne  river  level  a  half  a  loot. 

Without  improved  levee  protection.  McCleery  maintains.  East 
Grand  Forks  property  damage  could  reach  $oO  million  in  a 
100-year  flood  and  $20  million  in  ,i  50-year  flood.  With  the  protec¬ 
tion  proposed  in  the  latest  plan,  tt  e  corps  estimates  the  city  would 
not  sustain  significant  property  damage  in  the  worst  flood  that 
i  an  be  expected  to  occur  here  or.i.  50  years  and  that  proper¬ 
ty  damage  that  would  result  froTSihe  worst  Hood  that  can  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  occur  here  once  ea.  d  100  years  would  be  only  $10 
million 

City  Clerk-Treasurer  Dave  Mack  ottered  this  resume  ot  the  new 
timetable  McCleery  has  spelled  out 

•  By  April  198-1 —  The  ritv  council  and  the  city  Hood  control  com¬ 
mittee  are  to  have  submitted  to  the  corps  nnal  decisions  about  the 
variables  in  which  they  can  ask  (nr  changes. 

•  By  June  1081  —  <orps  office  wil  have  incorporated  changes  into 
planning  and  will  return  to  East  Grand  Forks  to  hold  public  hear- 


Continued  from  Page  1 

mg  on  the  plan  Just  what  kind  of  public  forums  and  the  number 
that  would  be  scheduled  have  not  been  determined.  Mack  says 
•By  August.  1981— The  city  council  shall  let  the  corps  know  if  it 
essentially  agrees  with  this  latest  corps  plan 
•  Early  in  1986— The  city  council  must  make  a  final  decision  on 
whether  the  corps  should  halt  its  study  and  the  city  will  develop 
its  own  Hood  protection  plan,  or  wnether  the  city  will  keep  work¬ 
ing  with  the  corps  to  complete  the  corps-designed  project 
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Serving  East  Grand  Forks  and  surrounding  Minnesota  communities 


Corps  flood  project  would  change  city  .  .  . 


With  ait  buildings  west  of  2nd  Street  NW  cleared  and  dike  in  place 


With  buildings  cleared  to  2nd  Slroot  NW  and  a  new  shopping  area  m  placa  oast  of  Valley  Dairy  offices 
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EGF  to  hire  staff  member 
for  economic  development 

By  Liz  Fedor 

Herald  Staff  Writer 

ST.  PAUL  —  East  Grand  Forks  officials  want  the  city  to 
get  a  bigger  share  of  the  state  and  federal  grant  money 
available  for  economic  development,  so  they  plan  to  hire  a 
full-time  person  to  go  after  that  money. 

The  person  would  work  on  other  business  projects,  as 
well. 

Henry  Tweten,  Water  and  Light  Commission  president, 
said  East  Grand  Forks  “is  very  serious  about  its  effort  to 
promote  commercial  and  industrial  development,  but  “We 
don’t  have  time  to  cover  our  bases  with  the  state  and  feder¬ 
al  money.” 

Tweten  was  in  the  Capitol  Wednesday  to  explain  the 
planned  effort  to  Sen.  Roger  Moe,  DFL-Ada. 

The  new  economic  development  staff  person  would  work 
on  existing  projects  with  Steve  Gorman,  executive  vice 
president  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  Don 
Schneider,  community  development  director.  The  person 
also  would  promote  business  use  of  city-owned  utilities  by 
working  for  the  Water  and  Light  Commission.  ' 

Jim  Gander,  president  of  the  City  Council,  said  in  a  tele¬ 
phone  interview  that  the  council  and  the  Water  and  Light 
Commission  would  share  the  cost  of  adding  this  person  to 
the  city  payroll. 

The  new  employee's  salary  probably  would  be  offset  by 
the  extra  grant  money  brought  into  the  city.  Gander  said. 
Most  grants  allow  for  administrative  costs. 

The  city  officials  plan  to  ask  the  Polk  County  Board  of 
Commissioners  to  contribute  $15,000  to  pay  for  East  Grand 
Forks  development  efforts.  Jack  Schraalenberg,  the 
board’s  executive  secretary,  said  the  commissioners  have 
established  a  new  program  that  allows  them  to  provide 
matching  funds  for  economic  development  efforts  in  cities. 
The  board  already  has  planned  such  an  arrangement  with 
Crookston. 

The  person  who  fills  the  new  position  would  be  asked  to 
establish  a  tax  increment  financing  district,  administer  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  industrial  park  and  assist  with  the  border 
cities  tax  credit  program. 

The  council  probably  will  authorize  the  position  at  its 
March  6  meeting,  Gander  said. 
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The  F<noneni/Thursdav  MarcH  ’5  1984 


East  Grand  Forks  City  Council  Proceedings 


Alderman  Woqaman.  supported  by  Alderman  1-aKave.  introduced  the  following 
resolution  and  moved  its  adoption 

WHEREAS.  A  Flood  control  project  involving  the  United  Stales  of  Amenca  and  the 
City  of  East  Grand  Forks.  Minnesota,  is  in  the  dratl  stages,  and 

WHEREAS.  The  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  proposes  to  perform  certain  work  which 
tails  within  the  work  required  unoer  the  proposed  ili*o<l  innirni  project,  and 

WHEREAS.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  may 
enter  into  an  agreement  to  reimburse  the  costs  of  certain  work  accomplished  by  the  city 
which  later  is  incorporated  into  the  flood  control  project,  when  it  is  determined  that 
such  reimbursement  is  in  the  public  interest,  or  in  lieu  thereof  may  provide  for  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  amount  of  contribution  required  from  the  city  in  lieu  of  reimbursement  for 
coats  incurred:  and  ■*  ' 

WHEREAS.  Tfte  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  has 
determined  that  crediting  the  city  for  the  cost  of  the  work  the  city  proposes  to  do  is  in  the 
public  interest,  and  has  submitted  an  Agreement  for  the  United  Slates  Government  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers.  U.S.  Army,  and  the  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  to  execute, 
wherein  the  United  States  of  Amenca  agrees  to  so  reimburse  the  said  city  for  the  cost  of 
any  such  work  the  city  perform 

NOW.  THEREFORE.  BE  TT  RESOI.VEU.  By  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  East 
Grand  Forks.  Minnesota,  that  the  Mayor  and  Clerk- Treasurer  are  authorized  and 
directed  to  execute  said  Agreement  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  city. 

Voting  Aye.  Mongoven.  Wogaman.  Gorman.  Gander.  Stauss.  laFave 

Voting  Nav  None 

Absent.  Hanson 

The  President  declared  the  Resolution  passed 


Keeping  an  eye  on  the  river  *xU  not  only  be  a  pornt  of 
interest,  but  one  of  concern  in  the  next  few  days  and  weeks. 

We’re  conditioned,  of  course,  to  the  threat  that  is  there  each 
spring.  We  know  that  years  like  1950, 1966,  1969  and  1979  can 
return  with  little  warning.  But,  we  also  know  that  within  a 
week,  the  danger,  at  least  to  life,  will  be  over  for  another 
year. 

There  appears  now  to  be  no  major  concern  about  high  water 
this  spring,  but  the  time  is  still  right  to  think  about  the  future, 
specifically,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers’  plan  for 
’permanent”  levees. 

The  proposal  is  one  that;  all  of  us  should  become  informed 
about.  And,  during  the  weeks  and  months  ahead,  we'll  have 
that  chance  as  public  hearings  are  held  and  more  information 
is  made  available. 

There  are,  of  course,, two  sides  to  the  issue. 

One  is  the  effect  of  moving  172  properties,  with  some  of 
those  sure  to  disappear  from  the  community  f  we  should  have 
learned  something  from  urban  renewal),  and  of  having  $7.1 
million  added  to  our  tax  rolls. 

On  the  other  side  is  the  consideration  that  with  a  permanent 
,  levee,  we  should  seldom  have  to  worry  again. 

Saying  yes  or  no  ( by  August)  will  be  a  very  big  decision, 
probably  our  the  biggest  of  this  century. 

The  information  that  we’ve  gotten  to  this  point  leaves  a  lot 
of  unanswered  questions  and  whiie  sentiment  —  including 
mine  —  is  opposed  to  the  project,  it  will  be  wise  to  continue 
listening. 

The  latest  cost  figures  are  that  the  federal  government  will 
provide  $11.3  million  and  that  the  city  will  be  taxed  for  $7.1 
million.  Not  included  in  that  $18  million  amount  is  the  cost  of 
relocation  of  the  affected  businesses  and  homes...  a  price  tag 
on  that  has  to  be  astronomical.  ■ 

In  return  for  our  investment,  which  in  effect  would  leave  us 
“owing  our  souls  to  the  company  store,”  we  would  be  in  a' 
position,  the  corps  says,  to  reduce  the  damage  from  a  100-year 
flood  from  $5<J  million  down  to  $10  million. 

Those  numbers  need  some  further  explanation,  though.  The 
total  “market  value”  in  the  city  is  about  $120  million  and  not 
even  a  100-year  flood  is  going  to  wash  half  the  town  away. 

If  Uncle  Sam  is  so  intent  on  solving  our  problems,  I  have  an 
alternative:  Let  him  write  us  a  check  for  the  federal  share  of 
the  project  plus  the  federal  share  of  relocation  costs.  With  that 
$15  to  $20  million,  we  could  invest  the  money,  operate  our  own 
flood  insurance  program,  fight  any  floods  that  come  along, 
and  still  orobably  live  off  the  interest. 

That’s  the  kind  of  cost-benefit  ratio  1  could  live  with. 


But,  back  to  the  corp’s  plan.  I’m  going  to  try  to  listen  with 
an  open  mind,  but  from  what  I  know  now,  forget  it.  Let  the 
corps  go  study  somewhere  else. 
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EGF  council  buys  $800,000 
parking  lot  improvement 


By  Marcia  Harris 
Herald  Staff  Writer 
East  Grand  Forks  City  Council 
members  Thursday  night  accepted  a 
bid  from  Valley  Contracting  of  Grand 
Forks  for  a  seal  coat  improvement  on 
the  Civic  Center  parking  lot  for  about 
$800,000 

Council  members  also  agreed  to 
draw  up  special  assessment  tax  esti 
mates  for  residents  for  a  proposed^ 
street-sealing  project  after  a  public 
hearing  on  the  matter  Thursday  night. 

Low  bid  on  the  street-sealing  proj¬ 
ect  is  $189,833,  also  from  Valley  Con¬ 
tracting  of  Grand  Forks. 

The  council  will  send  out  special  as¬ 
sessment  estimates  to  homeowners 
and  hold  another  hearing  in  late  June 
or  May  After  that  hearing,  they  hope 
to  approve  the  project 

It  includes  streets  in  the  north  end 
and  most  of  the  point  section  of  town. 

A  homeowner  with  75  feet  of  front¬ 
age  would  pay  about  $148  50  per  year 
for  five  years  in  special  assessments 
for  the  project,  according  to  Gary 


more  than  doubled  since  the  1977 
street-sealing  project.  Sanders  said. 

About  20  people,  who  attended  for 
the  public  hearing  on  the  project,  were 
interested  in  cost  and  the  type  of  seal 
that  would  be  put  down. 

[  In  other  action,  the  council  agreed 
to  contract  with  Lu  Hoover,  a  Univer¬ 
sity  of  North  Dakota  graduate  student.  I 
to  conduct  surveys  of  ^residents  effect  ' 
ed  by  the  U  S  Army  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  proposed  dike  for  the  city 
Although  the  Corps  has  already 
studied  the  proposed  project's  impact 
on  the  community,  the  council  wants 
to  conduct  its  own  study,  according  to  J 

Steve  Gorman,  alderman-at-large ._ _ 

Hoover  will  be  paid  $800  for  the  sur* 
vey 

Kenny  Knoff.  director  of  sjjecial 
projects  for  the  city,  and  Don 
Schneider,  community  development 
director,  will  direct  Hoover 

Hoover's  work  mainly  will  be  with 
residents,  while  Knoff  and  Schneider 
will  talk  to  businesses  that  might  have 
to  relocate 


take  about  a  month  to  conduct  and  few 
more  weeks  to  compile  results 

Jim  Gander,  alderman-at-large, 
said  he  wants  to  make  certain  jjeople 
understand  the  council  has  not  made 
up  its  mind  about  the  merits  of  the 
[project  but  is  just  gathering  more  in¬ 
formation  so  it  can  make  a  better  deci¬ 
sion _ _ _ 

The  council  also 

•  Appointed  a  sub-committee  to 
have  the  city  participate  in  the  con 
struction  of  a  super-insulated  house 
project  with  the  Area  Vocational 
Technical  Institute  The  project  would 
be  a  model  home.''  possibly  built  on  a 
vacant  city-owned  lot 

•  Discussed  participating  with  the 
Crimestoppers  program  in  Grand 
Forks,  at  no  cost  to  the  city  The  pro¬ 
gram  is  a  referral  service  that  accepts 
anonymous  tips  about  unsolved 
crimes  The  council  will  take  up  the 
matter  at  their  next  meeting  May  8 

•  Discussed  advertising  bids  for  a 
new  (ire  tfuck  which  could  cost  up  to 
$120  000  That  topic  also  will  appear 
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son,  DDS;  l)r.  Irvin Ualslad,  DDS;  Dr.  James  Golden  l.'ue  Billiards;  Ivan  Ferguson.  I.I'A; 
McDonald,  DDS;  Dr.  Dan  Hose,  DDS;  Denier  laiv-n-l’et,  Harry  I*  (arson  Ins.;  Advance 
Cinema;  Massee,  leonard  &  landquist  law  Ollice  Supply;  Antique  laninge. 


A  survey  of  the  IIK  Fast  (irand  Forks  The  corps’ plan,  outlined  last  February  at  a  tliey  may  have  to  leave  their  homes  in  the  Fast  I  irand  Forks  location  at  no  cost  to  them, 
lainilies  whose  homes  would  be  directly  af-  meeting  with  aldermen,  Is  designed  to  protect  near  luture  most  said  they  would  buy  a  house  elsewheie 

lis  ted  If  the  Army  Corps  ol  Knglneers’  pro-'  the  city  against  the  worst  floods  that  are  e«-  •’The  second  most  frequent  comment  was  In  Kast  (irand  Forks  129  B  percent),  or  move 
posed  permanent  diking  program  is  Instituted  peeled  here  every  &()  years  and  would  limit  that  the  respondents  have  not  received  ade-  «  rental  unit  In  Kast  (irand  Forks  I2B  b  per- 
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EGF  residents  divided 
over  plans  for  flood  levee 


By  Liz  Fedor 

Herald  Staff  Writer 

East  Grand  Forks  residents  who 
would  be  directly  affected  by  con¬ 
struction  of  permanent  levees  are  di¬ 
vided  over  whether  the  city  should 
undertake  the  $29  million  flood-fight¬ 
ing  project. 

Lu  Hoover,  a  University  of  North 
Dakota  graduate  student,  spent  a 
month  interviewing  85  percent  of  the 
families  that  live  in  the  path  of  the 
levees  proposed  by  the  U  S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

She  found  that  36  percent  of  the  res¬ 
idents  favor  the  corps  plan.  37  percent 
oppose  it.  and  27  percent  are  neither 
strongly  for  nor  against  the  proposed 
plan 

Hoover  explained  her  results  Thurs¬ 
day  night  to  the  City  Council,  which 
must  decide  whether  to  accept  or  re¬ 
ject  the  corps  plan. 

In  her  report.  Hoover  said.  '  The 
general  feeling  of  those  who  favor  a 
permanent  dike  is  that  the  current 
earthen  dike  is  not  safe  They  feel  that 
a  permanent  diking  system  is  long 
overdue.'' 

In  contrast,  she  said,  "Those  who  op¬ 
pose  a  permanent  dike  feel  that  the 
present  dike  is  adequate  and  safe 
They  feel  that.  It  may  not  flood  again 
for  another  100  years,  so  why  spend 
millions  on  a  permanent  dike’’'  They 
recall  the  1979  flood  when  the  commu¬ 
nity  pooled  together  to  sandbag  and 
held  the  floodwater  until  it  subsided. " 

The  corps  plan,  revealed  in  Febru¬ 
ary.  lists  the  acquisition  of  172  homes 
and  commercial  buildings  north  of  the 
Red  Lake  River 

Hired  by  the  city  to  measure  resi¬ 
dents'  views.  Hoover  talked  to  mem¬ 
bers  of  186  of  the  220  households  who 
would  be  affected.  Her  research  was 
conducted  between  May  14  and  June 
13. 

Most  of  the  people  said  they  want 
some  decision  from  the  council  soon 
"This  was  true  whether  the  respon¬ 
dents  were  in  favor  of  or  opposed  to 
the  current  proposal."  Hoover  said 
They  are  unable  to  make  major 
changes  on  their  property  because 
building  permits  are  not  being  issued 
Also,  they  hesitate  to  make  even  minor 


improvements,  such  as  interior  paint¬ 
ing  or  carpeting,  since  they  may  have 
to  leave  their  homes  in  the  near  fu¬ 
ture  " 

If  the  corps  plan  is  adopted,  a  few 
hundred  homeowners  would  need  to 
decide  whether  to  relocate  in  East 
Grand  Forks  or  move  out  of  the  city. 
The  survey  showed  that  31.8  percent 
would  buy  other  homes  in  East  Grand 
Forks.  24.5  percent  would  leave  East 
Grand  Forks.  19.9  percent  would 
move  to  rental  housing  in  East  Grand 
Forks  and  18.5  percent  would  buy 
their  houses  back  from  the  city  after 
relocation.  Only  3.3  percent  said  they 
would  build  other  homes  in  the  city, 
and  2.7  percent  were  undecided. 

Mayor  Louis  Murray  said  he  was 
surprised  that  there  is  no  consensus 
among  residents  who  live  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  levee  area.  "I  thought  there  d  be 
an  overwhelming  majority  opposed  to 
it."  Murray  said  in  an  interview 
"Right  now  I  am  opposed  to  it,"  he 
said,  because  it  would  require  wide¬ 
spread  removal  of  homes  and  the  relo¬ 
cation  of  about  25  businesses. 

Murray  is  particularly  troubled  by 
the  cost  involved.  The  latest  corps  es¬ 
timate  is  that  the  project  would  cost 
about  $29  million.  The  federal  govern¬ 
ment  would  pay  for  $19  million,  while 
it  would  be  the  city's  responsibility  to 
find  the  other  $10  million  from 
sources  such  as  local  property  taxes 
and  state  and  federal  grants  and  loans. 

The  mayor  termed  the  corps  plan 
"extravagant”  and  said  he  would  like 
to  review  a  scaled-down  version 

Council  President  Jim  Gander  said 
the  survey  showed  city  residents  want 
more  information  about  the  impact  of 
the  corps  project,  but  council  mem¬ 
bers  do  not  even  have  specific  an¬ 
swers  Community  Development 
Director  Don  Schneider  and  Kerry 
Knoff.  special  projects  director,  are 
researching  the  cost  of  relocating 
businesses  and  purchasing  homes  and 
the  levee  s  cost  to  city  taxpayers 

The  corps  will  hold  a  public  hearing 
in  October,  and  Gander  said  he  hopes 
the  council  will  lake  action  on  the 
corps  proposal  shortly  thereafter 
Gander  opposes  the  plan,  I  think  it  s 
dead  wrong  The  oldtimers  in  the  com¬ 


munity  said  the  only  way  to  do  it  is  to 
hold  the  water  back  where  it  falls,”  he 
said.  A  regional  flood-fighting  strate¬ 
gy  must  be  developed  that  involves  the 
entire  watershed,  he  said. 

If  the  corps  plan  is  accepted.  Gan¬ 
der  told  his  colleagues.  "It's  going  to 
be  a  big  burden  on  the  taxpayers  just 
for  the  annual  maintenance." 

In  a  second  survey.  Hoover  mailed 
random  questionnaires  to  400  East 
Grand  Forks  residents.  There  was  a 
return  of  40  percent  or  159  residents. 
"Generally,  the  respondents  felt  that 
flooding  is  a  serious  problem  in  East 
Grand  Forks,  but  it  is  seen  as  more  of 
an  economic  threat  than  as  a  safety 
threat.  Most  of  the  respondents  (49 
percent)  felt  that  present  city  levees, 
combined  with  emergency  flood  fight¬ 
ing  and  flood  forecasting  was  the  most 
acceptable  flood  control  alternative. 
The  alternative  of  permanent  new  le¬ 
vees  and  floodwall  was  the  second 
most  common  choice  of  the  respon¬ 
dents  1 32  percent)."  she  said  in  a  14- 
page  report. 

Residents  showed  great  concern 
over  whether  permanent  cement  le¬ 
vees  would  reduce  their  property  val¬ 
ues.  and  they  questioned  the  distance 
of  the  levees  from  their  homes  and  the 
levees  appearance 

Between  40  percent  and  4o  percent 
of  those  responding  to  the  random  sur¬ 
vey  said  East  Grand  Forks  property 
taxpayers  and  Minnesota  and  U  S.  in¬ 
come  taxpayers  should  offset  the  cost 
of  levee  construction 

Businesses  that  would  be  relocated 
by  the  levees  are  just  off  the  DeMers 
Avenue  bridge  In  a  survey  conducted 
bv  Knoff.  business  owners  were  united 
in  opposing  the  corps  plan  They  con¬ 
tend  the  permanent  dikes  would  de¬ 
stroy  the  downtown  area  and  their 
businesses  would  suffer  at  new  loca¬ 
tions 

If  the  corps  plan  is  implemented, 
business  owners  said  they  would  likely 
make  the  following  decisions  18 
would  relocate  their  companies  in 
rental  space  in  East  Grand  Forks  11 
would  construct  new  buildings  in  East 
Grand  Forks  8  would  move  their  op¬ 
erations  to  Grand  Forks  or  other  cu 
;es  2  people  would  go  out  of  business 
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Jenson  licensed  represent* 

Steve  L.  Jenson,  1711 2Uth  St.  animation  admim 
NW.  East  Grand  Forks,  a  U*  National  As* 
representative  for  Mutual  of  Securities  Dealers. 
Omaha  and  United  ot  Omaha,  The  tund  manage 
has  been  licensed  as  a  pany  manages  eigro 
representative  of  Mutual  ot  eluding  a  money  n 
Omaha  s  Fund  Management  count  and  closed-ent 
Company  listed  on  the  New  Y 

He  earned  the  mutual  funds  Exchange, 
license  by  completing  a  com-  Jenson  is  assocu 
prehensive  securities  training  tne  Haul  V  Uahike 
course  and  passing  an  ex-  Duluth. 

The  East  Grand  Forks  school  System  would,  ot 
course,  be  affected  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  proposal 
to  construct  permanent  levees  in  the  city 
At  a  recent  school  board  meeting.  Supt.  ot  schools  Jim 
Noonan  announced  that  a  preliminary  survey  shows  that  l7fj 
persons  between  the  ages  of  inlant  and  18  years  old  live  in  the 
172  properties  that  would  have  to  be  cleared  for  the  project. 

He  said.  too.  that  another  30  Sacred  Heart  School  students 
would  be  affected. 

The  potential  loss  of  students  and  future  students,  m  terms 
ot  percentages,  would  be  near  10  percent.  But.  the  etlect 
doesn't  end  with  just  reduced  numbers.  1‘here  would  also  be  a 
near  10  percent  loss  in  aids  that  would  probably  mean  a  Hi 
percent  decrease  in  teachers  and  staff,  etc 
The  recent  person-to-person  opinion  surveys  made  with 
those  directly  affected  <  those  wnose  businesses  and  homes 
would  end  up  on  the  wrong  side  ot  the  dike  >  a  seems,  are 
hardly  a  measuring  stick  of  public  sentiment 
What  is  missing,  of  course,  is  a  lack  of  specific  information 
about  relocations  benefits,  buy-outs,  and  costs  to  city 
taxpayers.  The  sketchy  facts  currently  available  are  hardly 
the  basis  on  which  residents  can  provide  answers 
We  believe  that  more  weight  must  be  given  to  those  whose 
properties  would  not  be  taken  by  the  project  Afterail.  it  is 
those  people  who  must  bear  the  local  costs  in  the  years  ahead 
Few  will  argue  that  there  isn't  a  need  for  a  better  flood 
protection,  but  few.  we  beueve.  are  eiated  about  the  massive 
loss  of  property  involved  with  wnat  has  to  be  considered  an 
extravagant  corps  plan 

Maybe  it  is  the  uming  of  the  program,  with  its  forced 
deadlines  for  decisions,  that  is  the  stumbling  oiock  to  the 
permanent  levee  plan 

We  d  Uke  to  see  consideration  given  to  a  longterm  program 
—  one  that  might  not  result  in  any  construction  tor  from  ju  to 
JO  years 

In  that  arrangement,  we  would  envision  that  many  ot  the 
properties  that  would  be  needed  would  nave  reached 
a  point  of  diminished  value  by  the  time  work  were  to  start 
And,  enrouie  to  that  date,  there  could  be  an  acquisition 
program  (or  both  businesses  and  homes  as  they  would 
naturally  come  up  for  sale. 

The  acquisition  plan  woman  t  nave  to  limit  property  owners 
from  maJung  improvements  it  would  just  leu  them  that  in  the 
year  3004.  2014.  or  whatever,  that  their  properties  would  be 
acquired  for  construction  of  a  levee  project 

The  only  restriction  to  the  affected  property  .wners  during 
the  period  leading  up  to  construction  would  be  mat  if  they 
were  Co  sell,  it  would  be  to  tne  government,  wun  that 
arrangement,  we  think  much  of  the  turmoil  ot  a  massive 
clearing  project  could  be  staged  out  over  tne  years  ana  mat 
when  the  date  (many  arrived  the  required  area  would  already 
be  nearly  cleared. 

We,  of  course,  would  be  leaving  ourselves  open  to  flooding 
during  the  20  to  JO-year  period  But.  we  ve  been  that  way  —  at 
least,  according  to  the  corps  -  tor  many  years  already 
The  corps  plan  for  permanent  levees  would  give  us 
protection  for  only  a  "once  in  SO  years'*  level  of  flooding  As  an 
alternative  to  wholesale  destruction  of  the  community  now.  i  d 
taut  the  odds  of  a  20  ’o  JO-year  acquisition  and  clearing 
program  Afterail.  our  temporary  oikes  haven  t  done  that 
badly 

Looking  back: 

Jely  I.  UN  —  The  EOF  City  Council  gave  its  final  apor-vni 
foe  moving  the  city  ubrary  to  the  Gorman  Building  i  >r 
Orley  Gunderson  resigned  as  assistant  director  of  tne  i  tit 
AVTI  to  become  director  of  the  AVTi  ei  m*—  ••  — 
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More  information 
slated  on  dike  plan 


Meeting  with  several  East 
Grand  Forks  aldermen  last 
week,  Martin  McCleery,  study 
manager  tor  the  St.  Faul 
District  ot  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  ot  Engineers,  reported 
that  funding  has  been  restored 
and  planning  has  resumed  tor 
development  ot  a  permanent 
diking  project  in  the  city. 

A  shortage  ot  fund  last  spr¬ 
ing,  he  said,  has  forced 
postponement  ot  a  series  ot 
public  meeting  that  the  corps 
had  planned  to  conduct  in  the 
city  during  June. 

McCleery  expressed  con¬ 
cern  over  the  tact  the  a 
number  ot  residents,  when 
contacted  in  both  corps  and  ci¬ 


ty  government  surveys,  had 
said  they  needed  more  infor¬ 
mation  on  the  effect  of  the  pro¬ 
posal  on  both  themselves  and 
the  city. 

The  new  timetable  tor  the  ci¬ 
ty  council's  decision  on 
whether  or  not  continue  study, 
he  said,  calls  for  that  answer 
to  be  determined  in  late  Oc¬ 
tober. 

In  advance  of  the  decision, 
McCleery  said  the  corps  will 
use  the  news  media,  direct 
mail,  telephone  polling,  a 
telephone  call-in  service,  and 
the  rescheduled  series  ot 
public  information  meetings 
to  get  as  much  information  as 
possible  to  the  public. 
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Engineers  and  Rep  Arlan  Stangeland.  R-Minn..  during  a  meeting  m  East  Grand  forks  Wednesday 

I  iImhi^H  III  It  K.IVI-  ..  vri  \  tint'  llii'M's  .1  lilt  Ml  I|iirsll.ms  fh.it  Mill  Wr  iml  m.nfr  n|*  .»nv  hhimK 
i  \|.l  .ri.U..nt>l  wh.il  IIma  lln.uj;hl  ilir\  h.i\«  h.  hr  .inKi-iI.  .mil  umhuihlrtUv  v*i  \\V  m-  mil  fi"mn  t"  niiniiloil  until 
. <f. .  \ltm.iv  s.inl  I  think  '■••in*'  nm  lin^s  a<-  linuir  it  out  i  k.n K 


Pull  Oul  Ana  Suve 


SPECIAL  SUPPLEMENT 


THE  EXPONENT 

Em  CilM  (wet  MN  S*?i- 


East  Grand  Forks 
Flood  Control  Project 


City  of  East  Grand  Forks 

Centf  of  the  Rich  Red  Rive’  Voilei, 

\  EAST  GRAND  FORKS.  MINNESOTA  5672T 


September  20  1 9 8^* 


1979  -  Dike  milker  p Ifroil  tfi  a tfitna  First  Street  NMf 


About  This  Supplement 
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Why  should  you  be  involved? 

•  All  citizens  will  benefit  from  till  ricommindid  plan 

•  Soma  rasidonts  will  ba  relocated;  they  will  naad  help  in  the 

relocation  aa  wall  as  lair  compensation 

•  The  city  council  needs  an  Informed  citizenry  and  your  help  in 

the  decision 

•  You  may  be  asked  to  help  pay 

•  You  may  ba  asked  to  help  participate,  plan,  decide 

•  You  will  ba  responsible  lor  the  consequences  of  the  decision 

What  needs  to  be  decided  now? 

•  Does  the  city  want  to  continue  studies  ot  the  recommended  plan 

(design  studies)? 

What  needs  to  be  decided  later? 

•  What  is  the  final  design  of  the  levees’ 

•  What  is  the  final  design  of  relocation  and  other  nonstrucfurai 

measures’ 

•  What  is  the  final  design  of  the  overall  plan’ 

•  Who  will  pay’ 


Ac  the  request  of  -he  Cicv.the  U  S  Armv  Corps 
of  Engineers  has  bc*r  studying  :he  flood 
problem*  in  Ease  Grand  Forks  Minnesota  for 
the  past  four  years  During  this  period  :hev 
have  worked  closely  with  Representatives  of 
the  u i : .  and  have  had  contact  with  many  local 
res  ider.t  s 

The  Corps  has  now  completed  its  initial  report 
which  outlines  a  nur.bwr  of  ways  to  eliminate  cr 
reduce  the  impacts  of  tloodwaters  on  East  Grand 
Forks  It  is  our  turn  now  to  studv  their  prop¬ 
osal  and  to  make  the  decision  whether  to  support 
their  plan 

To  assist  East  Crard  Fores  residents  In  under¬ 
standing  the  flood  prct.em  and  the  Corps'  proposal 
the  Exponent  and  the  Representatives  of  the  Corps 
have  put  together  the  special  supplement  on  the 
proposed  flood  control  project  for  East  Grand  Fores 
I  ur*e  ever-.-  resident  ul  the  Cltv  to  become  involved 
Id  rhe  decision  process 

Sincerely  yours 

Louis  A  Murray 
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1  Percent  Chant*  Flood 
Standard  Projoct  Flood 


Emergency 
flood  fighting 
activities 
depend  on 
help  from  the 
outside 
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Protected  area 
needs  interior 
flood  control 
facilities 
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FLOOD  INSURANCE: 
Who  needs  it? 
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Flood  plain  zoning, 
regulations  hard  to  enforce 
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Flooding: 
How  much 
do  you 
know 

about  it...? 
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Hood  .nm'anca’  Oo  rou  man  'he  -s* 
» traur  norm  or  Oubneaa  aemg  -  xo»: 
that  rt  (ha  tfumo  ■'  has  0  C*r>g  hood 
ad  «tei  '<  «ou<d  cos'  you  anc  *au>o 
par  «hai  «hai  ass>sunca  ;ou>c  oa 
proioaa  and  ehai  rOu  •Ouk}  Oa  a* 
oaciad  10  oat  Oui  «  roui  90c »a'’ 

Tha  mac  shows  ma  ;  paicar-  --4-** 
DoMPUin  ate  ma  tumaig  fOMs1 
noodpum  Atnui  44  parcam  o>  -he  jnc 
suiiaca  .n  {as:  u<anc  P»»s  s  r  ma 
:  parcantchanca 'nodoum  those  «nc 
irva  in  ailhar  llOOOPUin  me  I-XJ0  • 
Vu/anca  tnosa  >n  We  '  pe'can:  cha^a 
noodPUin  wui  pat  more  '»  'iooc  ■* 
stance  man  inos*  *n  ma  su-roa'3  a* 3 
me 1  hooppuin  peuusa  man  i-aouafte, 
j  hooding  it  grMiei 
aaao  m  mm  ma'  ma  mao  snows  n. 
surtace  Hooding  and  you'  saw  a'  anc 
■atai  -nas  a/a  Ou'UC  *  'aai  oaepe-  as 
wau>  ama'i  ‘ha  sawa'  StS'i-,  -  «... 
6ac»  wo  rue  tOu>  nom«i  anc 
Ousinassas  umass  me  c>ir  »  .nd-.Mvu 
preperif  aw«er  na»#  grataci-ar* 
srsiems  hou  a<sc  ma  (iooc  0'30-«^ 
does  noi  ane  a'  me  ooroe-  :na  . ««  41 
&rjnc  I  o«\  h*>  a  srm<U‘  hood  evo 
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nuns  'tei  SO  pa> til  o>  ma  nooaaou 
Itnrtui'aa  «  96  par  di  9  m#  nood 
temagaa  n  Us>  brand  Mu  ara  not 
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History  of  Flood  Insurance  Policy  Use  in  East  Grand  Forks 

Number 

Total 

Total 

Data 

Policies 

Coverage 

Residential 

Other 

Promlum 

Dec.  S3 

219 

Oac.  S3 

247 

30  Nev.  11 

172 

*5, 101. 800 

84.334.000 

$768,000 

$16,775 

30  Jun.  SO 

277 

7.013.900 

8,221,400 

768,000 

18,774 

Oac.  79 

368 

Dec.  78 

287 

The  city 
needs  a 
growth  plan 
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I’M  f'y  S  'vlu't  City  gigaym  and 
oaveMomafti  puns  ara  us»a«T  sp*  ao 
Oul  <n  a  corvrtumry  tevupru'' 
wn<n  art  ao'  a  oavavic)ma'’i  si-aiagy 
and  ma  Tanous  comoontnis  j.  g  pw'n 
and  oevetoorrurn  ’heciiyspu'  „-i 
recanuy  .as  never  adocec  *  ..-re 
Lacs  or  l  oetmiia  pur  has  mac* 
Oitticuil  tor  city  *1*411  a«o  m#  Co-js 
»  evauuu  the  ad.anuges  »  a  nooe 
t>un  a  comorenentme  corrm,-,-, 
pMrwirteni  pun  wouid  h*io  jam-"  •"» 
to#  I’m  hood  cone*  O' out'  wOu>c 
PPM**  canwwnitv  gnm  mo  oeva-oo 
mil  Someomea  commun,r>  Oi'ec''0>- 
atoavi  to  w«a  aJ  ergas  purposes 

unva  community  <unos  te»a 
Bm  urgpud  to  Ksrova  Bubtess 
gMarth  m  the  nooopu<r  ang  .'no 
*H«we  HeuMW  I’M  Corps  evooova 
caw  Mr  1  tei  atM  u  Be  evacuauo 
Pwwiaw  raaoutl  '0  pr  <xec  -  ao 


Natural  areas 
along  river 
Important  to 
East  Grand 
Forks 
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•eainctme  The  uu  *  -nox«4'  1 
competing  at new  m  ina  a-ee  h 
ane  t  aomeomea  citwai  with  <eaaai  9*  m  nqenpum  ramng 
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Out  rfiauranoa  ite  arthM  -fa  a  merer  ‘Moo  ou  «  w  au'  * 
ite  cty  Tha  '(*u*  n  a  tegiouo  ama/comii  9  teal  a  « 
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By  pr  Binding  eOdi'14  wtehU  tet-4 
ate  ac-win  'k* 
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Economic  risk  of 
major  flood  damages 

fl 

FkooC  Ev 

;ta  oi  Oifnagti  in  PtfCtni  CMnga  lot  SKactlC 
•  ms  Occufuno  Q*rmg  lha  $i»o»  P»noc  -  1990-2090  .  ,  _ 

Itims  )l  'jiu'f  l  OOC 

JUO*  CJI"WIK  ,r*  *.•■•<)"»  V  0 
oi  '»«  '0  ina  cv  jo<C  ” ■»  >ooo  a 

'•<kc  «iin  <m]  «'inou  *  '<u a  c, 

! 

i 

1  „ 

»«4> ‘9"9  '|(XC 

400CI  t  X1  |U  '  due  **u-  3K4n> 

4  i  o«'C*u  C’WKr  3>  Xku'  ng  -■ 
g.**"  lUi  4n0  4-  i.'  C'Uf 

0LCw-ng  .n  ir*  n,:  x  iU  k  O' 

■it  *-n*  8?  o*a4">  ;f>4X»  : 

i 

i_ 

•  •—  m 

•  ’•VX*  *V  AX 

•• 

.u'ltnt*  i  <  4  400c  tji  1  •' 

bi>  444-n  4>  «4S'  (XU  '«  !n«  ti 

rUl 

*■'"  «  •  00O  JI  |*V4  *'4ljn-l-0«  1 
*  4-0  ts-Jf  J  »  »00> 

fl  IP'-eni 

“V  '■  ^ 


rt  -r 

f  -  . 


<V 


"••fat  Jv<S  *  '  OOC  1<«V4'  .0 
!l*«  ■*?9  '«W!  *•  .  *  »  "»«V*'4'>  J' 

U  -utMy>  •(«.<  ••*«*'  '  »  N.« >-o* 
■*  •  Aid  l*n>4yt»  A  4  DC  -*  l.  ' 


1979  -  P»nt  km  at  £•»!  Sima  Font  btcjm*  known  at  um  OrSinaDig 


FLOOD  CONTROL  STUDY: 

Corps  and  the  City  working  together 

The  study  - :c\  ru:.'.  rv  -v„ . 
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Measures  studied 
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Plans  evaluated 
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Plan  accomplishments 
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THE  STUDY  TEAM 

C«*  **0  C<»ffs  M'ionne-  n*»e  0**"  '0g*>n«*  !ii  -d#" 
art  spuiwns  Id  <ne  'i&pj  >  jo-m  >  ne*g  .nipffwiior  » 
he—  *n>  Dumont  P  ■.Pk.e-ns  *<ey\e  cjai.^i  PW  »  h*m 
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-Crty  Anwnay 
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-Fpnmi  Prutdairr 
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-AMarauH 
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•AMarmaa 
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Dea  Sckaatdar 

•City  Hapsieg  and  RadavaiapamM 
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Frink  Star 
Handy  Davatearl 
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SOME  GENERAL  QUESTIONS: 


“What  will  happen 
to  me?” 


ii  '«•  an  « n  a  raatatei  vm  »ne*e  rov  wa  ■*  >oo*"* 
mn»i  oa  acourfeo  r«  m*  paaci  you'  e»a  inaatw  o> 

»t-  »'  kte  .o<  wa»'*i  •  •*»•*>» 

0b>  "*ss  WIN  -s  Pstussad  •«  w»  90—""-"'  »nw»ij 
Ajicmw  »  D"®*»iy  — «  oa  bana-d  Or  tna  Cm  s  hojWmj 
iMMwmi  Aginpiiy  utlUi  Don  Sc  m— a '  m(U  (.acuiiva 
D**acw>  *s  **D#*-nc#o  m  »wo>n<J  tav1  G'ano  forts  '#s*»#nis 
got  <a*a"*no  art*.  otn*.  sui"  mo-crs 
■i  ^  a<«  .«  a  a»**s.*—  au  you'  t>'00#«<>  »f—  a  no  you' 
mi,i,  <>mi  tw  g- «any  ■  note  sac  -n  aodmon  .a  'tauctd  :o«*'fls 
ao«.i  doss-o-  "oooi  'Ha  <aga'  'WKiaM  on  oa.Mopma  ..  n  ina 
'xxxicxr''  oa  '#mq»#o  'ms  »««  '’Ha'1  y«i  can  *">•»*  »<*.' 
poo*..,  «'"vxi  mot's,  —  sprang  r*Qu«*m*nis  *nj  P'Wy 

>«iv<  POOtPV  IXHIM 

.1  yOb  an  an  na  tear  .souin  at  ma  A#d  la*  .  r«. 

net  sat  any  cnjngr.  if  ,ou.  gnocnood  -  awa  ina  na«i  'ttao 
Ai  iru-  i*<na  jn  yno<(NM  tnwganCi  'MOfl  I  gnhng  oan  km** 
'•ooo  iiagao  o«a  'o  in*  *»**  vaioaci  aw».s  ina  "y#*'  and 
giMia*  aK*nao-'ii»  v  c*i*  anwga«c»  no  'tao  -  !«"»**» 
ownmnao  io  m*  #"i«a  d*y  -  Ha«0  naaa  tigae  ,*9h*>«9  1,0 * 
0"  lh*  a*n' 


“What  will  happen 
to  our  community?” 

in*  '.met  <w#*aa  iHan  «*M  iou<  g*«w*  anacii  on  ina  car** 
•ynit  Mbng  I*  MUUOM  UM14TI  itaoa  i^ntt  ano  orooaaiy 

MMt 

Saacawi  naoujry  in  ina  corwuycnan  or  a 
a*>mana<ii  avaa  anmio  ntaan  'Hat  many  namn  cmaa*i 
tainan***  i  mm*>  ¥  m*  Mao  l aaa  to*n  •*-«  »  *wr 
aa  ana  in* i  m*  hrsi  taoi  «  0ov«io*«  Swi<naaaaa 
■a>a  ana  o*  anal  «o*i  '«•«  -ooki  i*w 
mm  atu>*rtg  ta  wr«*vii  cnaoM  ta  nau* 
•«HW«  Mon  kil  Mm*  mOWC  rftc*M  I*  "«M  W 
•arm  On* oia  •  «*•>*.  Uo»i  ovunataai  aowd 
ano  cnaaaa  <»  ata*  >"  rt*a  ti*y  am*  <*nm  ou>  *•«« 
Oaaaatt  a*  narm  an  ?70  S-nc*  von*  <*  ina  Dtocai  w 
oa  '<uw  *<a  0»n>c  «  *aao  '•**«  tnin  Ouunnwt 

*n«  uoim  «  n**u  ®  *M»*  aw*  to  fioooo*n 
•aair«.i*an*  -nay  oa  an  d*a<  :Kanta  io>  ta*  ti«y  « 
rnoanf.  ;•**»  a  n*»  oo»mo»«  -n  ina  mod 
giswiM  »>*a 

'  n  ii— ~  — ».«  a*  unu-,  io  oa*  i»  in*  c.» ,  j  imh 
a  m '•«  otMuan  '  no  ,iiy  Hat  k*  <»  a*»*»arno  « 
atan  ma**ng  in*  a«***9*  C3*1  m  ^oo**’-:  0»n-  fn# 
..*.  naoay  o  «n®**  gi*m»  "i*»  >n*  vUi*  *nn  --nr 
«a*  »  *«**««*  '«  m»  •  -  so* 'O'  «  -i*  coai 
yawra  "»V  »o*  *  a*»-ii*n«*  \  aarcming  *Vi  and 


“How  can  I 
influence  the 
project?” 


M  tha  nasi  tom  •***>  i«o  oiy  *na  b*  maamg  in*  -me* urn 
uausaon  arnarn®  to  consul  *  ina  Oos  i«n  i»  in*  oiy  ton 
cm* i  m*  Coro*  •*<  o**an»  o*ia**oo  »u*u  to.  in*  **ns 
dtbgn  ana  -o*»  -nr  in*  c«y  on  in*  -*«xaiw>  oa*<  o*  in* 
0**n 

S*nv*  tna  c*»y  *n*r*»  ina*  anu*  in#**  0*  a  out** 

maMwig  r»0  on  Ocioo*.  M  '9»*  m  in*  *>aa  vouiKXiat 
Tacnmu*  msMuia  :nu  o*  you*  cn*nt*  io  ■***"  '"o*a 
aooui  If-  o* ooomo  0'O.aci  and  ic  *ap*Mi  y<xi  ao*wn  ;o 
you*  Mdao  c*'y  *arv«aot»i*v#»  and  io  in*  Corpt  ouonrs 
fOu  may  t*v>  -am  <o  canuci  you-  »u'«  >«<****u*iiv«t 
in  aOdtnon  you  may  -ant  to  -*4a  a  cjk 
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Dav*  waca 

CKy  Cwk*  l'*asu*a* 

ta»i  band  fo»*»  MN 

»7?i 

*«•  773  203 


ton  Tn*  u  s  army  c«[»  or 
Engmaart 

Many  McCiaary  Proyaci 

Wanaga. 

i ili  u  S  n«t  one*  ano 

Cwiiam  nous* 

Si  Fain  Mmnaaau  sSiCi 
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“Can  the  city 


afford  the  plan?” 


“What  can  be  done 
for  the  Point  Area” 

Many  rndynn  or  in*  P»w  a* aa  ai*  concmac  ma*  m.  ■*■ 
m*r—nl  tan* IN*  C*n  Cm  lound  lo  in**  llood  O'OO-m  (MI-^ 
nam  potation  >s  noi  imvo*  c—^auve  MiAiji  inotai.  ■+ 
cacaaos  ina  Oanaliis  Wmf  in*.,  *.*  many  rn.n^y ’n*  . 
ano  Pomi  .astoams  can  oo  '.o  'aout*  o’  joc 

oamagas  fn*  p**n  as  r#corrwt-*y)*o  conia.ns  m«*<« 
nonslfuCturai  maaui'ts  lor  daaang  — .in  in*  oi06— m  'n*.. 
CkiOa  paeai.ng  an  #m#»gancy  pan  p  atlkKi  ’idoc  •nsu'y  • 
i woo  ipacaumg  **“  »a«n»ng  and  noodo-m  t on>«g  *c 

y*fwag*s  or  m#M  maasuiai  to  m*  piy  and  1 1  asaj^MS 

duo- 

•  ,  a*  Dacmanani  Hood  ppaciw  on"  "onn  J»  •"* 

l  aka  Anr«r 

1 1 1  f<*n  JO  in*  tn*.gancy  Hood  f>gm>ng  rcs«j<cfs  - 
tna  piy  ia»ioanis  and  «h*>  aganc-s  *n<3  g  outy 
locujmg  in*m  on  in*  naads  oi  me  P*nt 
1 2 1  Raoucai  nood  -y*«s  on  in*  Po.ni  o»  '*ny>  i 
aositucuons  m  in*  noodo«a<n 

•  Tn*  ampgancy  Dun  or  ptwn  p  .*  *»  j 

l  i  i  an  *.g*ni /to  uao  or  tiao  *m*.gent<  e-n 
loots  10  nMSanumg  two  losses  a«o  0'eoa''ng 
■a-oanu  and  ampgancy  aganpa*  md  act<»"as  «• 
it*  tigM  agent)  nood  wm 
(?)  A  pun  lor  laynng  d®an  <ausaO«  am*' gent, 
potacuon  auen  u  ampgancy  evay  -v*es  'oks.'c 
SjO—MK  unroot  and  pnp  an->g*nt'  i*o»,i*-> 

»  'kdwca  <uM»  ampgano  cosu 
•  flood  atui'anea  mougn  n  oots  no.  peyem  '*joc 
Oamagas  «*a«  oa  wiauad  w  naog*  agamsi  ikmo  -otses 
am* <•  ampgancy  anortt  tad  Tnrt  -ouie  porati  m*  ;.i*  *nc 


Tna  oiy  and  in*  Corps  pa  concenad  aeoui  in*  coats  c*  in* 
ppaci  an  aarap  gram  apoacarw  o>  rn#  pry  *o  me  iui>  » 
ftooo  'Wf  assuunca  -as  wnsuccaaaip  Du'  iha  piy  „m 
kooa,  to  gar  npp  nonunasaw  p  non*  pnp  *o»»  Mu<cas 
it  ma  city  nu  io  pay  U  <00  OK '»  ns  tocai  trura  -.trwi 
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back  so  far?” 
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REMEMBER  - 

•  Review  the  supplement 

•  Discuss  the  project  with 

friends  and  ne'ghbors 

•  Attend  the  Public 
Meeting: 

Thursday,  Oct.  11,  1984 
EGF  AVTI 
7:30  P.M. 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS  EXPONENT  -  October  4,  1984 


City  to  host  expert 
on  flood  project  aids 


East  Grand  Forks  City  Council  President 
Jim  Gander  returned  Tuesday  from  a 
1,020-mile  trip  to  Wisconsin  where  be  spent  a 
day  and  a  ball  with  the  project  coordinator  of 
a  Good  protection  program  at  Prairie  du 
Cbien,  Wis. 

That  project  was  one  that  involved  the 
relocation  of  many  homes  and  businesses. 
Steep  banks  along  the  Mississippi  River  there 
made  dike  building  unnecessary,  Gander  told 
the  council  in  his  repot  at  Tuesday  night’s 
council  meeting. 

The  point  of  Gander's  message,  was  that 
wltfTktate  arid"  federal  grants '  and  other 
sources  of  financing,  the  "city  there  didn’t 
have  to  levy  a  dime." 

The  person  finding  the  sources  of  funding 
was  Dale  Klemme,  the  project  engineer  for 
the  City  of  Prairie  du  Chien.  And,  that’s  who 
Gander  went  to  see. 

Besides  a  four-hour  personal  visit  with 
Klemme,  Gander  compiled  notes  from  phone 
conversations  with  many  other  government 
officials  there,  took  tours  of  the  project,  and, 
of  course,  took  a  number  of  photographs. 

"If  we  get  any  ideas  about  going  through 
with  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers’  proposed 
Good  protection  plan  here,”  Gander  said, 
“we’re  going  to  have  to  have  the  help  of  a  guy 
like  this."  •  ' 


Klemme,  Gander  said,  had  indicated  that 
he  would  be  interested,  in  visiting  East  Grand 
Forks  to  meet  with  community  leaders  and 
perhaps  the  council  as  a  whole.  He  might  also 
attend  the  Corps  of  Engineers’  public  hearing 
scheduled  for  7:30  p.m.  Thursday,  Oct.  11,  at 
the  AVTI. 

To  Gander’s  proposal  that  the  city  finance 
Klemme’s  visit,  Alderman  Lynn  Stauss 
replied,  "The  expenses  of  a  three-day  visit 
are  nothing  when  you  are  dealing  with  the 
consequences  of  a  multi-million  dollar  pro¬ 
ject.” 

*"  laSfime ' ts~expected  tb  Be' in  the  city  next 
week. 

In  other  business  Tuesday,  the  council: 

•  Supported  the  application  of  Ideal 
Aeroamith,  Inc.  for  a  $230,000,  one  percent, 
13-year  loan/ grant  from  the  Minnesota 
Department  of  Economic  Development 
(DEED). 

•  Approved  using  $114,000  in  1985  federal 
revenue  sharing  funds  to  help  pay  police 
salaries. 

•  Approved  a  special  use  permit  and  a 
variance  from  Good  proofing  ordinances  to 
allow  the  park  department  to  construct  a 
restroom  facility  this  fall  in  the  new  River's 
Edge  Park.  The  park  is  being  developed  as  a 

See  FLOOD  EXPERT,  Page  2 


Flood  expert 


Continued  from  Page  1 

campsite  below  the  city  maintenance 
building. 

•  Approved  a  variance  to  allow  Con¬ 
solidated  Resources,  Inc.,  Grand  Forks,  to 
have  a  74-foot  driveway  to  the  convenience 
store-gas  station  it  is  building  on  2nd  Street 
NE  at  the  north  end  of  the  Red  Lake  Bridge. 
The  variance  is  for  12  months  and  subject  to 
review. 

•  Authorized  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
to  Gil  a  vacancy  in  the  street  maintenance 
department,  a  new  fulltime  position  ui  the 
park  department,  and  a  secretary  for  the 


building  inspector-tax  assessor’s  office. 

•  Learned  from  Kerry  Knofi,  director  of 
special  city  projects,  that  free  rides  will  be  of¬ 
fered  the  first  Saturday  of  each  month  on  the 
Grand  Forks  City  Bus  that  is  serving  East 
Grand  Forks  on  a  trial  basis. 

•  Approved  $2,000  payment  to  help  finance 
the  publication  of  brochure  that  will  be  used 
to  promote  Greater  Grand  Forks. 

•  Approved  a  resolution  to  allow  the  city  to 
apply  for  ©50.000  in  industrial  revenue  bon¬ 
ding  authority  to  provide  financing  for  JST, 
Inc.,  which  is  planning  a  new  potato  process¬ 
ing  plant  in  the  industrial  park. 


FARGO  FORUM  -  October  7,  1984 

Dike  plan  places  EGF  on  hold 


By  Ed  Maixnar 

STAFF  WRITER 

EAST  GRAND  FORKS.  Minn. 
—  About  200  homes  and  busi¬ 
nesses  remain  on  bold  while  this 
community  of  8,400  people  loohis 
at  a  plan  to  surround  about  two- 
thirds  of  the  city  with  a  new 
dike. 

Plans  for  a  new  dike  have  sus¬ 
pended  the  real  estate  market  in 
the  neighborhood  near  the  con¬ 
fluence  of  the  Red  River  and 
Red  Lake  River.  Colieen  Bushy, 
12  1st  St.  N.E..  asks:  -Where  we 
are  now?  No  one  will  buy  (a 
house)." 

The  East  Grand  Forks  City 
Council  created  a  flood  control 
committee  five  years  ago.  and 
asked  the  U  S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  provide  technical 
assistance 

The  fruits  of  the  community 
planning  and  engineering  work 
is  a  plan  by  the  Corps  to  build 
more  than  six  miles  of  levee  and 
flood  wall,  and  raise  the  eleva¬ 
tion  of  streets  and  roads  on  the 
north  and  east  sides  of  the  city. 
The  top  of  the  new  dike  would  be 
six  feet  higher  than  the  run  of 
the  present  dikes,  said  City  En¬ 
gineer  Gary  Sanders. 

Construction  of  the  levees, 
road  raising  and  relocation  of 
180  homes  and  33  downtown  busi¬ 
nesses  are  to  cost  about  830  mil¬ 
lion.  City  officials  are  guessing 
the  local  share  of  costs  would 
probably  be  88  million.  That  is 
nearly  S1.000  per  capita.. 

Residents  will  get  a  detailed 
look  at  the  plan  Thursday.  The 
Corps  and  city  officials  have 
scheduled  a  public  hearing  for 
7:30  p.m.  at  the  main  cafeteria 


of  the  Area  Vocational  Technical 
institute. 

Residents  first  learned  of  the 
830  million  dike  last  winter 

A  striking  factor  in  the  plan  is 
its  distance  from  the  rivers. 
Wbiie  the  present  dikes  follow 
the  floodway,  the  proposed  lev¬ 
ees  are  Irawn  across  the  down¬ 
town  commercial  district  and 
residents'  neighborhoods  de¬ 
veloped  though  the  first  half  of 
the  century. 

Senders  said  Corps  engineers 
have  not  trusted  the  old  dike  be¬ 
cause  the  ground  beneath  it  is 
not  stable.  To  build  a  dike  high 
enough  to  protect  the  community 
from  nearly  any  Imaginable 
flood,  the  earth  must  be  stable. 
For  the  Corps,,  that  means 
building  it  sbout  700  feet  from 
the  river.  All  buildings  that  end 
up  on  the  rivers'  side  would  have 
to  be  removed.  Sanders  said. 

“When  the  plan  first  came  out 
people  thought  it  was  preposter¬ 
ous,"  said  Greg  S leones,  owner 
of  Whitey’s  restaurant-lounge 
near  the  Red  River.  But,  the 
plan  does  offer  greater  flood  pro¬ 
tection,  and  people  are,  more 
recently,  senoualy  weighing  the 
costs  and  benefits,  be  said.  U 
enough  federal  and  state  money 
can  be  found,  the  community 
might  go  for  the  big  dike,  he 
said. 

That's  all  contrary  to  Stennes' 
own  sentiments.  W  hi  ley's  is  a 
downtown  landmark.  “College 
kids  come  here  because  their 
parents  came  here,”  be  said. 
The  location  and  the  building’s 
1930  origin  aa  a  saloon  carry  an 
identity  that  cannot  be  duplicat¬ 
ed  at  another  location,  he  said. 


If  built,  the  new  dikes  would 
mean  removing  about  180  resi¬ 
dences.  Some  of  the  homeown¬ 
ers  think  the  Corps'  solution  to 
be  excessive,  economically  fool¬ 
ish  apd  unnecessarily  disruptive. 

A1  LaFave,  80,  lives  a  block 
from  the  dike  that  baa  protected 
his  neighborhood  from  floods 
since  the  mid-1960s.  The  greatest 
recent  flood,  in  1979,  required  a 
temporary  earthen  top  for  the 
old  dike. 

But,  LaFave.  a  city  council¬ 
man,  built  his  own  bouse  in  1963 
and  thinks  it  would  be  capricious 
for  a  great  new  dike  to  be  built 
over  his  lot. 

“U  would  be  better  to  just 
fight  the  floods  when  they 
come,”  he  said.  1979  was  the 
only  year  the  current  dike  has 
bad  to  be  extended,  he  said. 
“We’re  told  the  (old)  dike  will 
slide  into  the  river.  But  each  day 
1  look  and  she's  still  there." 

Financially,  the  burden  of  the 
new  dikes  would  he  borne  by  all 
resident*,  LaFave  said.  The  af¬ 
fected  homeowners  “will  come 
out  smelling  like  a  rose.”  be 
said.  “They  (the  city)  will  give 
us  <15,000  to  relocate,  plus  the 
value  of  our  houses.  Then,  after 
the  bouses  are  moved,  we  can 
turn  around  and  buy  the  bouses 
back  if  we  want  —  and  probably 
for  leas  than  we  sold  them." 

Minnesota  taw*  also  coerces 
homeowners  to  go  for  the  dikes. 

Sanders  said  Minnesota  re- 
stnettoos  on  building  in  river 
flood  plains  are  more  stringent 
than  federal  regulation*.  Home- 
owners  cannot  build  additions  to 
their  bouses,  for  example,  or 
rebuild  if  fire  destroys  more 


than  half  the  value  ot  a  house 

Sanders  said  be  is  ool  an  advo¬ 
cate  for  the  Corps  proposal.  The 
city  will  face  costs  beyond  its  88 
million,  be  said.  The  dikes  will 
be  expensive  to  maintain  Also, 
relocation  means  the  costs  oi 
new  streets  and  utilities  to  areas 
were  houses  and  businesses  will 
be  moved. 

"In  the  meantime.  East  Grand 
Forks  has  a  problem,  and  the 
Corps  has  a  solution,"  Sanders 
said. 

Stennes  hopes  city  otticials 
look  closely  at  relocation  beiore 
they  adopt  the  Corps  plan.  North 
Dakota  taxes  are  less  than  Min¬ 
nesota  taxes,  be  said  If  uproot 
ed,  businesses  and  homeowners 
will  likely  move  to  Grand  Forks, 
be  said.  And,  the  30-plus  busi¬ 
nesses  which  would  be  uprooted 
represent  about  half  of  the  city  s 
downtown  business  district,  he 
said. 

Steve  Gorman,  a  city  council¬ 
man  and  executive  vice  presi 
dent  of  the  city’s  Chamber  oi 
Commerce,  said  Stennes'  sce¬ 
nario  is  not  taken  lighdy 

“We  realise  we  can’t  fight 
floods  forever  with  shovels  and 
sandbags  "  Still,  Gorman  said, 
"the  Chamber  members  are  in 
the  middle  at  this  point  —  we 
have  mixed  feelings.  The  Corps 
proposal  ia  potentially  very  ex¬ 
pensive  and  very  disruptive  ' 
The  local  costs  would  worsen  the 
tax  differential  between  East 
Grand  Forks  and  Grand  Forks, 
a  factor  that  has  already  dulled 
his  city’s  ability  to  attract  new 
businesses,  he  said. 
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GRAND  FORKS  HERALD  -  October  10,  1984 


Hearing  on  EGF 
flood  plan  could 
draw  big  crowd 


By  Liz  Fedor 
Herald  Staff  Writer 

Jim  Gander,  president  of  the  East 
Grand  Forks  City  Council,  hopes  as 
many  as  500  people  come  to  the  Area 
Vocational  Technical  Institute  Thurs¬ 
day  night  to  hear  how  a  529  million 
flood-fighting  project  would  affect 
them. 

The  alignment  of  the  proposed  le¬ 
vees  has  not  changed,  but  Clerk-Trea¬ 
surer  Dave  Mack  said  the  7:30  p.m. 
hearing  was  scheduled  to  clarify  the 
details  of  the  project  and  answer  the 
public  s  questions. 

Next  month,  council  members  will 
decide  whether  the  corps  should  con¬ 
tinue  work  on  the  project.  “If  the  de¬ 
cision  is  yes.  we  continue  to  do  design 
studies,”  Martin  McCleery,  corps 
project  engineer,  said.  “If  no,  then  we 
drop  the  study,  and  that's  the  end  of 
it." 

Council  members  are  becoming 


more  receptive  to  the  project.  Mack 
said,  because  they're  beginning  to  see 
how  it  would  work.  Some  weeks  ago, 
he  said,  the  council  probably  would 
have  torpedoed  it 

“If  there's  some  way  we  can  swing 
it  and  satisfy  the  people  involved.  I’d 
like  to  see  the  thing  go  through,”  Gan¬ 
der  said.  He  would  not  commit  to  a 
vote  for  continuing  project  planning, 
however,  because  he  wants  to  hear 
Thursday  night's  testimony. 

Gander  said  he  was  reassured 
about  the  project’s  feasibility  when 
he  visited  a  corps  project  in  Prairie 
du  Cbien.  Wis.  That  city  relocated  a 
number  of  residents,  and  local  tax¬ 
payers  didn't  have  to  bear  any  of  the 
cost. 

Dale  Klemme,  project  coordinator 
in  Wisconsin,  will  attend  Thursday’s 
session  at  the  invitation  of  the  coun¬ 
cil 

Please  see  EGF,  9A 
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According  to  the  corps  draft  report 
for  East  Grand  Forks,  structural  le¬ 
vees  would  be  constructed  north  of 
the  Red  Lake  River.  However,  there 
would  be  no  construction  along  the 
Red  Lake  River  on  the  Point  —  the 
city's  south  end.  All  portions  of  the 
city  would  get  new  flood-plain  zoning 
and  enforcement  and  plans  for  flood 
warning  and  forecasting. 

The  plan  calls  for  the  evacuation  of 
204  residential  and  commercial 
structures,  which  are  either  in  the 
way  of  the  proposed  levee  or  between 
the  levee  and  river.  McCleery  said 
the  corps  is  still  unable  to  tell  people 


bow  much  they  will  be  paid  for  their 
homes. 

Neither  city  nor  corps  officials  pre¬ 
dict  how  much  the  project  would  cost 
East  Grand  Forks  property  taxpay¬ 
ers. 

A  final  decision  on  the  project 
won't  be  made  until  early  19CS.  At 
that  time,  McCleery  said,  city  offi¬ 
cials  will  know  more  about  grant 
money  available  to  offset  local  proj¬ 
ect  costs.  As  the  project  is  designed, 
the  federal  government  would  pick 
up  518.9  million,  but  the  city  would  be 
responsible  for  raising  510.2  million 
through  local  levies  or  grants. 

Council  member  Steve  Gorman 


said  be  won’t  take  a  firm  position  on 
the  project  until  he  learns  what  kind 
of  assistance  East  Grand  Forks  will 
get 

“I  support  continued  study,  howev¬ 
er,"  Gorman  said.  After  ail  the  facts 
are  known,  be  said,  ‘The  council  has 
to  assess  whether  the  threat  of  flood 
protection  is  greater  or  less  than  the 
threat  of  flooding.” 

Copies  of  the  corps  report  are 
available  in  the  East  Grand  Forks 
City  Hall  and  Public  Library.  People 
who  do  not  want  to  speak  during 
Thursday’s  hearing  have  the  option  of 
sending  written  comments  to  the 
corps  by  Oct.  31. 
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Tonight’s 
meeting 
important 
to  all... 
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Thanks  for  for  turning  to  this  piece  but,  if  tonight  is 
Thursday  and  you  live  in  EOF,  why  aren't  you  at  the  public 
meeting  on  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  flood  protection  proposal? 

It  starts  at  7:30...  at  the  AVT1.  It  will  go  on  for  a  couple  of 
hours,  so,  if  its  after  7:30,  there’s  still  time  to  hear  about  it. 


Ah,  but  my  home  or  business  isn't  one  of  those  that  would  be 
taken  if  the  project  goes  through,  you  say.  That  may  be  true, 
but  your  property,  regardless  of  where  it  is  located,  could  be 
taxed  for  your  part  of  the  $8  to  S10  million  in  local  costs.  You 
ought  to  go  hear  what  will  be  said;  ask  the  questions  that  you 
feel  need  to  be  answered. 


This  column  and  the  television  set  will  still  be  here  when 
you  get  back. 

Hope  you  had  a  chance  to  read  the  supplement  explaining 
the  project  that  was  a  part  of  last  week’s  paper.  The 
information  in  those  pages  was  provided  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  Sponsorship  was  by  the  City  of  East  Grand  Forks. 

Its  publication  in  the  Expo  should  not  be  taken  to  be  an 
endorsement  either  by  the  newspaper,  or  by  the  city  council. 
Instead,  the  supplement  was  designed  only  to  help  the 
community  decide  if  it  wants  to  proceed  with  the  planning. 

Personally,  we  have  two  major  reservations  about  the  plan. 

First,  and  most  important,  is  the  effect  that 
removal/ relocation  of  up  to  200  homes  and  businesses  would 
have  on  Uie  community.  Simply,  it's  the  question  of  who  and 
how  many  would  leave,  and  who  and  how  many  would  stay? 

Our  second  concern  is  that  of  the  local  cost...  the  actual 
dollars  expended  beyond  the  economic  impact  of  the 
inevitable  loss  of  businesses,  homes  and  people. 

Some  are  calling  the  urban  renewal  project  that  was  done  in 
the  early  1970s  a  big  mistake.  Based  on  that  experience,  the 
clearing  that  would  have  to  be  done  for  this  project  has  the 
potential  to  be  even  more  damaging. 

On  the  financial  side  is  the  $8.1  million  local  cost.  True, 
some  and  maybe  almost  all  of  that  could  be  funded  by  outside 
sources,  but  there  needs  to  be  an  overall  assessment  of  the 
final  “cost-benefit”  ratio  to  the  city.  In  short,  is  the  loss  of  tax 
base  and  people  worth  the  protection? 

Review  —  These  seem  to  be  the  major  points  to  be 
considered: 


The  project  would  offer  a  50-year  level  of  flood  protection 
(to  the  levels  of  1979)  for  a  total  cost  of  $30.5  million,  with  the 
city's  share  of  cost  to  be  $8.1  million.  That  $30.5  million 
expenditure  would  save  about  $27  million  in  damages  for  a 
flood  of  the  1979  level.  Federal  aids  provided  East  Grand 
Forks  in  1979  totaled  $1.8  million.  A  50-vear  flood  is  one  that 


has  a  two  percent  chance  oi  occurring  in  any  one  year;  or,  oy 
corps  calculations,  one  that  has  an  87  percent  chance  of 
occurring  in  the  100-year  life  of  the  project. 

I  have  difficulty  in  making  those  numbers  add  up  to  the 
benefit  of  either  the  city  or  federal  government 

The  indirect  costs  to  the  city  —  those  involved  with  the  loss 
of  businesses  and  residents  that  would  certainly  occur  to  some 
degree  —  are  the  real  hang-up. 

The  city,  of  course,  needs  flood  protection.  Thus,  there  is 
nsk  either  way. 

The  part  of  the  plan  that  seems  most  damaging  to  the 
community  is  the  distance  involved  with  the  set-back  of  the 
dikes.  I  have  a  hard  tune  believing  that  not  to  be  an  over-kill. 

But,  if  the  set-back  distance  really  has  to  be  that  great,  1 
believe  fas  has  been  noted  in  this  space  before)  that  the 
community  needs  more  time  —  20  years  or  more  —  to  prepare 
for  the  project  With  that  extended  preparation  and  planning 
period,  there  could  be  an  ongoing  acquisition  program  and  we 
could  avoid  the  total  chaos  that  a  mass  exodus  would  create. 

A  point  in  favor  of  that  thinking,  too,  is  that  if  we  are  to  say 
"No”  to  this  plan  now,  nothing  will  apparently  be  done  and  20 
years  down  the  road  the  situation  won’t  have  changed  much  at 
alL  And,  if  we  say  "Yes,”  the  effect  of  our  “total  costs”  may 
be  more  than  we  can  afford. 

Questions  concerning  relocation  that  need  to  be  addressed 
include  what  the  effect  of  a  mass  move  from  some  200 
properties  would  have  on  the  value  of  real  estate.  Simply,  if 
about  170  homeowners  are  suddenly  looking  for  some  place 
else  to  live,  what  will  happen  to  the  prices  of  homes  that  are 
now  on  the  market? 

Some  homes  in  the  project  area  would,  of  course,  be  moved, 
but  not  all  are  suitable  for  relocation.  Of  those  that  are,  where 
will  they  go? 

We  can't  help  but  believe  that  exaggerated  prices  will 
develop  and,  thus,  force  many  out  the  community  even  if  they 
would  prefer  to  stay. 

The  same  is  true  of  commercial  property. 

The  cost  of  new  construction  for  both  homes  and  businesses 
has,  of  course,  gone  up  over  the  years  —  probably  to  the  point 
where  it  isn’t  economically  feasible  for  most. 

There  are  other  concerns,  too.  Like,  the  effect  that  a  wider 
channel  —  the  result  of  a  set-back  of  dikes  —  will  have  on 
downstream  communities  and  farmlands.  Water  will  certainly 
reach  them  faster  and  have  a  greater  impact. 

And,  there  is  the  question  of  who  pays  for  the  project.  Do 
Point  area  residents,  who  get  no  direct  protection,  have  to 
pay?  If  so,  what  is  fair?  What  about  north  end  properties  that 
are  on  seemingly  Mfe  sites?  And.  those  properties  that  might 
benefit  the  most  are  the  ones  that  will  be  taken  in  the  project.  | 
so  who  is  left  to  pay?  | 

There  are  many  other  questions  that  need  to  be  both  asked  1 
and  answered.  And,  that's  why  you  ought  to  be  at  that 
meeting.  If  you  haven't  left  yet,  eet  going.  See  you  there 
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GRAND  FORKS  HERALD  -  October  II,  1984 


Dike  alternate  needed 

EAST  GRAND  FORKS  -  I  can  t  under¬ 
stand  the  East  Grand  Forks  City  Council  even 
considering  me  Corps  of  Engineers  grand 
plan  for  a  dike.  They  certainly  must  have  an 
.alternate  plan  that  isn't  so  expensive,  but.  of 
course,  the  corps  wants  the  most  expensive 
plan 

I'm  a  senior  citizen  A  lot  of  people  in  the 
are3  are  older  people  and  I  don  t  think  any  of 


us  can  afford  to  relocate  Taxes  and  every¬ 
thing  will  be  higher 

My  house  is  paid  for  and  now  they  say  we 
may  have  to  move.  They  say  they  will  pay  you 
a  fair  market  price  for  your  home.  Even  if 
they  paid  *10.000  above  the  appraised  value  of 
my  home  you  couldn  t  buy  a  house  that  was  in 
good  shape  for  that  price:  so  you  would  end  up 
spending  thousands  of  dollars  to  fix  it  up  They 
don  t  consider  all  the  work  you  put  on  tne 
.  yard,  the  shrubs  or  trees  you  planted. 

<  I  know  some  changes  have  to  be  made  in 
part  of  the  area,  but  I'm  sure  the  corps  can 
come  up  with  an  alternate  plan  that  isn  t  so 
drastic 

1  hope  the  City  Council  considers  these  peo¬ 
ple  who  elected  them  and  considers  their  feel¬ 
ings  and  needs,  loo 

Ruth  Dunton 

The  East  Grand  Forks  City  Council  will  hold 
a  public  hearing  on  a  flood  protection  plan 
tonight  at  7.30  in  the  Area  Vocational  Techni¬ 
cal  Institute.  —  The  editor 

Downstream  burdens 

GRAND  FORKS  —  Landowners  north  of 
the  Grand  Forks-Easl  Grand  Fonts  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  should  know  that  at  tonight  s  public 
meeting  at  the  East  Grand  Forks  AVTI.  the 
l  S  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  will  review  its 
proposal  that  new  levees,  or  dikes  be  con¬ 
structed  to  protect  the  property  of  East  Grand 
Forks  residents  during  flooding  along  the 
main  stem  of  me  Red  River  of  the  North  The 
flood-control  project  will  require  East  Grand 
Forks  to  bear  $8 .1  million  of  the  *30  a-million 
total  cost  The  remainder  of  the  project  cos; 
will  be  funded  by  the  federal  government 
In  a  special  announcement  to  East  Grand 
Forks  citizens,  the  corps  states.  According  to 
the  study,  levees  are  the  only  economically 
feasible  structural  measure  which  will  signifi¬ 
cantly  reduce  flood  damages  at  East  Grand 
Forks '  Wnal  happened  to  all  the  action- 
pacxed  ideas  aired  during  the  meetings  alter 


the  1979  flood*  Where  is  the  promised  "main- 
stem  study'  then  proposed  by  the  corps'' 
Where  is  the  super  board  of  counties  organized 
to  alleviate  upstream  flooding-'  Where  is 
drainage  control  under  the  emorcement  of  the 
states  of  Minnesota  and  North  Dakota" 

The  plan  suggests  a  one-biock  setback  of 
such  dikes,  thus  creating  a  wider  channel  for 
Red  floodwaters  to  pass  through  the  Grand 
Forks-East  Grand  Forks  area  Although  the 
plan  will  ease  flooding  in  both  these  sister  cit¬ 
ies.  the  new  wall  of  water  would  create  even 
greater  damage  to  farmlands  and  communi¬ 
ties  north  of  the  metropolitan  area.  Remem¬ 
ber.  Walsh  County  and  Grand  Forks  County 
citizens  paid  into  a  fund  to  bring  suit  to  re¬ 
move  or  lower  dikes  already  existing  north  of 
Grand  Forks-Easl  Grand  Fork*  The  proposed 
levees  would  create  new  burdens  for  landown¬ 
ers  north  of  these  sister  cities 
Perhaps  it  would  be  belter  if  the  corps  pro¬ 
posed  flood  control  measures  centered  up¬ 
stream  Then  all  area  landowners  along  the 
Red  can  be  assured  of  some  meaningful  action 
to  control  an  oid  problem 

John  Rolczvnski 
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500  turn  out 
to  get  ‘facts’ 
on  dike  plan 


By  Li2  Fedor 
Herald  Surf  Writer 

Linda  Novacek  strode  to  the  front 
of  the  crowd  of  500  people  and  asked 
engineer  Martin  McCleery  what  an 
eight-foot  flood  dike  in  East  Grand 
Forks  would  do  to  her. 

‘‘How  much  of  our  backyard  will  be 
left'  Will  1  be  able  to  see  out  of  my 
kitchen  window’  I'm  awfully  short.” 
the  East  Grand  Forks  woman  said. 

"You'll  be  able  to  see  out  your 
kitchen  window  I'm  not  sure  you'll 
be  able  to  see  over  the  dike.” 
McCleery  said. 

Novacek  was  among  a  large  crowd 
that  gathered  at  the  Area  Vocational 
Technical  Institute  Thursday  to  hear 
the  U  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  ex¬ 
plain  how  a  *30  million  flood- fighting 
project  for  East  Grand  Forks  would 
be  implemented  That  proposal  in¬ 
cludes  the  construction  of  a  levee  sys¬ 
tem  parallel  to  the  Red  River  and  the 
evacuation  of  204  residential  and 
commercial  structures. 

Within  a  month,  the  seven-member 
City  Council  will  vote  on  whether  the 
corps  should  draw  up  specific  design 
plans  lor  . implementation  of  tne  proj¬ 
ect 

Opoonents  of  the  project  dominat¬ 
ed  public  testimony  but  only  a  few 
dozer  people  stood  to  suit  their 
views 

Several  council  msmoers  said  they 


have  not  made  up  their  minds  on  me 
issue. 

They  said  they  view  it  is  as  a  con¬ 
troversial  and  important  matter 
All,  except  council  President  Jim 
Gander,  passed  the  opportunity  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  crowd.  Gander  said  he  saw 
strengths  and  weaknesses  in  the  proj¬ 
ect.  and  he  did  not  take  a  firm  posi¬ 
tion. 

‘The  City  Council  is  absolutely 
neutral  on  the  whole  thing  until  they 
get  all  the  facts. .  We  could  make  it 
work  if  you  people  want  u  to  work. 
Gander  said 

Two  council  members  who  remain 
undecided  on  the  projects  faie  are 
running  for  higher  office 
"I  haven't  made  up  my  mind  vet 
said  Jim  Mongoven.  a  Polk  County 
commission  candidate  During  his 
campaign  for  the  county  board.  Mon¬ 
goven  said  he  has  been  talking  about 
the  dike  proposal  as  he  travels  door- 
to-door  “They  haven't  got  the  whole 
story  vet."  Mongoven  said,  so  citizens 
do  not  know  what  they  want 
Sieve  Gorman  a  Republican  legis¬ 
lative  candidate  said  earlier  mi- 
week  that  he  favors  going  ancad  u  ur. 
a  studv  of  the  corps  proposal  But.  nc 
said,  he  will  not  commit  to  the  proj¬ 
ect  until  he  gets  specifics  about  how 
it  would  affect  the  East  Grand  Forks 
community  Gorman  did  not  inter¬ 
pret  me  strong  turnout  Thursoav 
Please  see  DIKE.  7  4 
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Photography;  John  Stennss 

Col.  Edward  Rapp  of  the  Army  Corps  addresses  a  crowd  o!  5C0 
Thursday  in  the  East  Grand  Forks  AVTI. 


•  Continued  from  Page  1A 

night  as  support  or  opposition  to  the 
plan.  “The  concern  is  great,  and  the 
confusion  is  massive,"  he  said. 

An  endless  senes  of  project  ques¬ 
tions  followed  public  testimony  dur¬ 
ing  the  m-bour  hearing. 

'.  Civil  Defense  Director  Dan  For- 
mato  said,  “The  people  here  want 
facts." 

If  homeowners  and  business  people 
are  forced  to  leave  their  locations. 
Formato  said,  "deep  down  1  believe 
some  people  will  stay."  However,  he 
added,  “What  will  it  do  to  our  busi¬ 
ness  area?” 

“1  don't  think  we,  the  city,  have 
anything  to  lose  by  continuing  study" 
on  the  project,  Formato  said. 

CoL  Edward  Rapp  of  the  Army 
Corps  said  the  federal  government 
will  pay  for  the  cost  of  drawing  up 
design  specifications  for  the  project. 

The  city  would  not  need  to  decide 
to  accept  or  reject  the  project  until 
February  1986. 

Some  people  vented  their  frustra¬ 
tion  with  the  plan  at  Rapp.  They  said 
they  believe  the  corps  is  pushing  this 
project  on  East  Grand  Forks. 

But  Mayor  Louis  Murray  said  that 
the  city  asked  the  corps  to  draft  this 
proposal  in  an  efiorl  to  find  a  long¬ 
term  solution  to  the  continuing  flood 
problems. 

“1  thought  they're  being  fair  about 
it  I  don't  think  they're  giving  a  biased 
report,"  the  mayor  said. 

In  response  to  a  question.  Rapp 
said  he  is  not  trying  to  peddle  this 
project  in  his  personal  interest. 
"You're  participating  with  the  feder¬ 
al  government,  and  I'm  not  selling  I 
don't  care  if  you  buy  it  or  not.  I  don't 
have  to  live  here.  W  e  put  in  our  very- 
best  effort  so  you  car  have  a  choice 
Now  its  the  city's  future  that  you 
must  decide  on." 

Those  who  spoke  generally  favored 
maintaining  the  city's  emergency- 
dike  system  and  using  nonstructural 
measures  to  minimize  flood  damage 

Gary  Brown.  Whitey  s  Cafe  head 
cook.  said.  "1  feel  tn:s  idea  is  crazy  " 
He  asked  corps  cfiiciais  wna:  would 
ctipoen  to  tr.e  entoiot  ees  wr.o  may  b- 
laid  off  because  of  tne  evacuatrr. 
Dun  Whr.ey  s  ar.j  ether  business-.-; 
adjacent  to  tr.e  DeMers  Avenue 
tries?  would  b-:  forced  to  mot-.-  un¬ 
der  tr.e  plan,  s.r-'e  tne  dit.e  would  run 


along  Second  Street  Northwest. 

Mart-  Devig.  president  of  Ameri¬ 
can  Federal  Savings  &  Loan,  opposed 
the  plan  He  said  his  company  would 
relocate  in  East  Grand  Forks,  but  he 
is  not  so  sure  other  businesses  in  h:s 
building  would  follow  suit. 

Former  council  member  Lob  Pea¬ 
body  said.  "We  need  protection  But 
do  we  need  the  total  protection  as 
presented  in  this  plan"" 

Others  outs.de  the  East  Grand 
Forks  area  came  to  criticize  the  plan 
John  Rolczynski.  Grand  F orks.  sai  1 
East  Grand  Forks  should  not  be  con¬ 
templating  levee  construction  with¬ 
out  looking  at  the  affect  on  other 
people  along  the  river. "If  w  e  contin¬ 
ue  to  solve  the  problem  by  levees  and 
qikm.  it  is  only  stop  gap."  Rolczyr.SKi 
sa.d  He  favors  drainage  control 
throughout  the  valley 

Incr  Que  rn  Oslo  Mmr. .  snake-  ir 
savor  of  retention  pend;  arc  yx: 
control  satisfactory  to  the  concern; 
c:  Minnesotans.  Norm  Dakotans  _ra 
C  anad.ans 


Rapp  told  the  crowd.  "There  is  no 
ubiquitous  panacea  for  the  Red  River 
of  the  North.  There  are  pieces  tnat 
3re  jus-.'fied."  Tne  proposed  East 
Grand  F.rks  project  is  one  that  he 
sugeested  is  worthwhile 
1  This  project  will  not  nu.-t  fiood.ng 
in  tr.e  rest  of  the  Valley."  Rapp  said 
'  It  will  help  stahiize  your  economic 
community  " 

East  Grand  Forks  resident  Roland 
Stablev  said  tnat  tne  flooding  prob¬ 
lem  will  not  disappear,  arc  tnat  it  is 
unrealistic  to  assume  tnat  tne  federal 
government  will  continue  to  provide 
aid  during  major  floods. 

'  We  need  to  take  a  iitt’.e  bit  more 
responsibility."  Saat  ley  said. 

h..r,  Ferguson,  a  cc--;;iicd  public 
arc.  .man.  did  no:  s:  :  :k  curing  the 
rr.-.--.  i.nc  but  said  cur. nr  on  inters  .ew 
t.-.-t  v.  lavcrs  L- ::cr.".in;  rrc-j- 
i  . :  ii-_  u; a  i  c  -k  ■: .  -.  t  n.  si* 
r.-  . :>  ,.c..c  :  ..:  .  7  . .-  r. d  St 
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FARGO  FORUM  -  October  13 


E.  Grand  Forks 
board  seeks  views 
on  dike  proposal 

East  Grand  Forks,  Minn. 

The  East  Grand  Forks  Council 
Is  seeking  more  local  opinion  on 
a  $30  million  dike  proposal  alter 
bolding  a  public  bearing  Thurs¬ 
day  night. 

Council  president  Jim  Gander 
said  the  plan  developed  by  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
brought  “lots  ol  cards  with  com¬ 
ments’*  at  the  hearing,  so  addi¬ 
tional  ideas  are  to  be  solicited 
over  the  next  month. 

Gander  said  the  council  then 
will  have  two  choices:  “scrap 
the  whole  idea,  or  continue 
working  with  them  (the  Corps).” 
Improved  Good  protection  has 
been  a  council  committee  con¬ 
cern  for  five  years,  and  longer 
for  low-lying  property  interests. 

East  Grand  Forks  property 
owners  would  have  to  pay  about 
$8  millon  of  the  cost  of  Corps’ 
proposal  to  give  protection 
above  the  100-year  flood  level. 

The  plan  proposes  more  than 
fix  miles  of  new  levee  and  flood- 
wall  about  six  feet  higher  than 
the  present  earthen  dike  capable 
of  protecting  against  »  48-foot 
flood. 

In  addition,  several  streets 
and  roads  would  be  raised  and 
about  180  residential  and  30  com¬ 
mercial  properties  would  bare  to 
be  relocated. 

•Gander  said  be  believed  reac¬ 
tion  to  the  dike  proposal  was 
split  about  evenly  among  the  es¬ 
timated  500  people  at  the  three- 
hour  bearing. 

However,  councilman  A1  La- 
rave  said  a  show  of  hands  at 
Thursday's  hearing  Indicated 
that  the  majority  of  people  pres- 

St  were  against  the  proposal. 

Fave  admits  to  being  preju¬ 
diced.  His  home  is  a  block  from 
the  existing  dike  that  has  pro¬ 
tected  tbe  neighborhood  for 
•bout  SO  years  and  the  new  dike 
location  would  ran  across  his  lot. 
<  Gander  said  ha  believes  sot 
much  progress  could  be  expect¬ 
ed  before  1886,  even  if  every¬ 
thing  proceeded  smoothly. . 


,  1984 
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The  Exponent/Thursday.  November  15.  1984  _ 


Chamber  to  discuss 
dike  plan  of  Corps 

The  East  Grand  Forks  Chamber  of  Commerce'  wHf ‘ 
hoita  meeting  for  members  at  7:30  pin.' Monday:  Nov, 

19,  at  the  AVTI  to  further  discuss  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers’  proposed  flood  protection  plan  for  East  * 
Grand  Forks.  » 

Focus  of  the  meeting  will  be  to  examine  the  impact  / 
'the  plan  could  have  on  the  East  Grand  Forks  business  r'- 
..^community.  Questions  and  comments  from  members  of 
the  business  community  will  be  encouraged.  Represent  xt 
tatives  of  the  corps  and^city  council  will  be  available  to  <v? 
"’answef  jjuestions.^  %/w.  «6fi:*Alw  U*w 

£  Vbe  meeting  ia  a  part  of  the  public  bearing  portion  of 
,<the  plan  and  will  become  a  part  at  the  public  record.  Tocf- 
V  The  chamber  has  not  taken  a  position 'on  the  proposed 
•T-plan.  However,  the  chamber  board  believes  K  important 
•dthat  members  be  given  the  opportunity  to  ask' questions  r-i 
,-Jmd  express  their  opinions,  according  toR-  F.  Wiley/- 
.  president.  -  r»  J*u  »  >•  ■  <  ***  i  »*<■■**:  •  v 
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EGF  council 
tells  corps 
to  continue 

•  t 

flood  plans 

By  Liz  Fedor 

Herald  Su/f  Writer 

The  East  Grand  Forks  City  Council 
voted  unanimously  Tuesday  to  direct 
the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
design  specific  plans  for  a  $30  million 
floodlighting  program,  including  the 
construction  of  levees  pa-allel  to  the 
Red  River 

The  council  look  its  action  one 
night  after  meeting  with  downtown 
business  owners  who  would  be  forced 
to  evacuate  their  present  business  lo¬ 
cations 

The  council  motion  does  not  finan- 
■eially  commit  the  city  to  the  project 
It  orders  Clerk-treasurer  Dave  Mack 
to  inform  the  corps  that  the  city 
wants  tc  see  the  final  design  specifi 
cations,  before  making  a  final  project 
derision  Is  early  1986 

"The  council  doesn't  have  any 
choice  but  to  go  ahead  with  the  next 
-.step."  said  council  member  Lynn 
Stauss  'We  just  do  not  have  the  infor¬ 
mation  —  to  My  yes  or  no 

If  the  project  is  approved,  the  fed¬ 
eral  government  probably  would  pay 
■for  $22  million,  and  the  city  would  be 
responsible  for  $8  million,  according 
to  corps  officials  The  study  autho¬ 
rized  Tuesday  will  he  financed 
through  federal  taxes 

Although  they  did  not  adopt  a  reso¬ 
lution.  council  members  agreed  that 
a  committee  should  be  formed  to 
\  -wtudy  areas  of  the  city  that  would  pro¬ 
vide  suitable  sites  for  the  businesses 
and  homes  to  be  relocated  by  the 
JJToject  . 

*  During  discussion  of  the-  Hood  proj¬ 
ect,  council,  members  said  the  only 
way  to  get  answers  to  the  questions 
raised  by  citiaens  is  to  ask  the  corps 
to  provide  a  detailed  breakdown  of 
the  levee  'system  and  other  flood 
fighting  measures  it  is  ^Commend¬ 
ing-  x~  ej  -  m  '  *w  -i  - .  -  . 


Toe  controversial  hiring  of  a  new 
library  director  surfaced  briefly 
Tuesday  night,  although  it  was  not  on 
the  agenda 

■'Also  Tuesday,  City  Attorney  Karl 
Lindquist  informed  the  council  that 
he  has  asked  Attorney  General  Hu¬ 
bert  Humphrey  III  to  issue  an  opinion 
oo  the  legalities  surrounding  the  Li- 
‘brsry  Board's  hiring  of  Robert  Camp¬ 
bell 

In  other  action,  the  council  ap- 
■provfe-Riw.OOO  in  (Property  and  in¬ 
come  tax  credits  to  126  East  Grand 
Forks  businesses  These  credits  were 
i warded  through  the  Minnesota  bor¬ 
der  cities  program  and  will  reduce 
business  property  taxes  by  30  percent 
tod  cut  income  taxes  by  10  percent 

Lindquist  reported  that  be  mailed  a 
letter  to  the  state  attorney  general 
Tuesday  because  there  are  conflict¬ 
ing  local  legal  opinions.  Lindquist  has 
'stated  that  the  Library  Board  did  not 
follow  the  law  because  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission  was  not  used  to 
screen  applicants.  In  addition.  Camp¬ 
bell  was  hired  over  a  dozen  appli¬ 
cants  with  college  degrees,  including 
many  with  training  or  experience  in 
library  science  Campbell.  55,  is  a 
high  school  graduate.  The  position  ad¬ 
vertisement  listed  library  experience 
And  a  college  degree  as  minimum 
qualifications 

But  Gerard  Ned,  an  East  Grand 
Forks  attorney  hired  by  the  board, 
Stated  the  Library  Board  acted  ac¬ 
cording  to  its  authority  spelled  out  in 
state  law.  In  addition,  be  said,  there 
was  no  legal  requirement  to  use  the 
Civil  Service  process,  since  there  was 
no  precedent  for  using  Civil  Service 
for  earlier  library  hirings. 

.  Considering  the  conflicting  op  in 
ions  and  numerous  lawsuit  threats. 
Lindquist  decided  to  bring  Humphrey 
into  the  matter,  because  “it  is  a  prac¬ 
tical  thing  to  do.” 

;  Lindquist  said  the  Library  Board 
members  “could''  be  held  personally 
liable  for  their  actions  in  court  “It's 
possible  these  people  could  be  looking 
■t  personal  liability  fer  punitive  and 
compensatory  damages.''  be  said 


N-B-7S (1 


The  ExDonent/Weanesaay,  November  21.  1934 


"Unless  some  residents  come  forth  soon 
and  say  'No.'  I  feel  we  (city  council)  will 
vote  to  go  ahead  with  the  corps  studies." 

Those  words  "were  by' Council  President 
Jim  Gander  at  a  Monday  meeting  arranged 
by  the  East  Grand  Forks  Chamber  of 
Commerce  to  discuss  the  impact  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers'  diking  proposal  on  the 
downtown  area  of  the  city. 

And,  they  represent  the  strongest  public 
indication  to-date  of  how  aldermen  are 
likely  to  vote  when  they  face  the  question  of 
whether  to  authorize  the  corps  to  proceed 
with  the  design  stage  of  studies,  or  to  drop 
the  project. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  Oct.  11  public 
information  meeting  on  the  130  million 
diking  proposal  that  would  force  the 
relocation  of  about  30  businesses  and  over 
170  families,  a  poll  of  aldermen  showed  that 
only  Lynn  Slauss  and  Steve  Gorman  had 
made  up  their  minds  then  that  the  studies 
should  be  continued. 

Both  said  that  the  city  needed  the  benefit 


of  more  detailed  information  —  that  would 
be  developed  in  the  design  stage  of  study  — 
on  the  probable  impact  on  the  city  before  a 
decision  could  be  made.  . 

The  other  five  alderman,  in  answering  the 
poll,  said  they  would  wait  to  measure  citizen 
reaction  before  deciding  how  to  vote. 

The  council  is  expected  to  face  the 
question  soon.  Although  it  was  not  a  part  of 
the  formal  agenda  for  last  night’s  (Tuesday) 
meeting,  the  subject  was  likely  to  have  at 
least  received  another  round  of  discussion 
and,  with  the  corps  asking  a  decision  by  the 
'  end  of  the  month,”  a  decision  was  possible, 
too. 

Martin  MeCleery-  director  of  the  corps 
studies  that  have  been  going  on  since  1950 
and  would  provide  protection  up  to  the  worst 
possible  flood  that  could  be  expected  in  300 
years,  appeared  at  the  chamber  meeting 
Monday  night. 

He  reminded  the  nearly  33  business  people 
and  residents  attending  that  a  council  vote 
Please  see  DIKE  PLAN.  Page  2 
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in  favor  of  continued  studies  would  not 
obligate  the  city,  financially  or  otherwise. 

If  the  council  does  vote  to  continue  with 
the  design  stage  study,  It  would  not  have  to 
make  the  decision  on  whether  or  not  to 
actually  build  the  dikes  until  February  is*'.' 

An  affirmative  vote  by  a  majority  of 
aldermen  now  would  impose  on  the  city 
obligations  to  plan  financing  for  the  $3 
million  local  share  of  the  project. 

Most  of  the  information  at  Monday  s 
meeting  was  a  repeat  of  that  discussed  at 
ear'uer  meetings. 


Statements  and  questions  by  Marvin 
Devig,  president  of  American  Federal 
Savings  4  Loan;  Jane  Galstad.  wife  of 
dentist,  Dr.  Irvin  Galstad;  JoAnn  Sayler, 
who  with  her  husband.  Jerry,  are  owner- 
operators  of  Oison  Drug;  Matt  Linzbach.  a 
real  estate  aeent  and  chairman  of  the  city's 
planning  commission;  and  Francis 
"Frenchie”  Mireault.  owner  of  Frenchie's 
Jeweiers.  all  underscored  the  need  ior  more 
information  and  planning  concerning  , 
possible  relocat.on  sues  for  businesses  that 
would  have  to  move,  along  with  effect  that 
those  relocations  would  have  on  businesses 
that  would  not  move. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
ST  PAUL  DISTRICT  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
1135  U  S  POST  OFFICE  &.  CUSTOM  HOUSE 
ST  PAUL  MINNESOTA  55101 


REPLY  TO 
ATTENTION  OF: 


NCSED-PB 


4  September  1981 


The  city  of  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  and  the  St.  Paul  District,  Corps  of 
Engineers  are  conducting  a  flood  control  study  to  determine  cost  effective 
measures  for  reducing  flood  damages  in  the  city.  As  part  of  this  study, 
representatives  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Minnesota  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  in  cooperation  with  the  East  Grand  Forks  Flood  Control 
Cormittee  will  be  conducting  an  industrial/commercial  economic  damage  survey 
during  the  week  of  14-18  September  1981,  They  will  be  contacting  you  by  phone 
and/or  visiting  your  establishment  during  that  week. 

We  would  appreciate  your  assistance  in  arriving  at  a  reasonable  estimate  of 
flood  damages  that  you  would  expect  to  occur  to  your  business  for  one  to  three 
levels  of  flooding.  These  estimates  and  levels  of  flooding  will  be  used  to 
determine  a  total  commercial /industrial  damage  estimate  for  the  city  and  will 
identify  which  flood  reduction  measures /plans  are  most  cost  effective. 

Representatives  conducting  the  survey  include  Mr.  Martin  McCleery  and  Miss  Kim 
Wick  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Mr.  A1  Decker  with  the  Minnesota  Department 
of  Natural  Resources.  A  sample  of  the  interview  form  and  damage  categories 
along  with  the  Privacy  Act  Statement  is  provided  for  your  information.  One  of 
the  representatives  will  discuss  these  materials  with  you. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Mr.  McCleery,  Project  Manager,  at 
612-725-7295  or  Mr.  Dave  Mack,  City  Clerk/Treasurer,  who  is  coordinating  the 
study  for  the  city. 


Sincerely , 


2  In  cl 

1.  Sample  interview  form 

2.  Privacy  Act  Statement 

Copy  furnished:  Mr.  Dave  Mack 

Clerk/Treasurer 

East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota  56721 


WILLIAM  W'.  BADGER  I 
Colonel,  Corps  of'Engineers 
District  Engineer 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

ST  PAUL  DISTRICT  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
1135  U  S  POST  OFFICE  &  CUSTOM  HOUSE 
ST  PAUL  MINNESOTA  55101 

September  1983 

Planning 

Plan  Formulation 

ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WORKSHOP 
EAST  GRAND  FORKS  GENERAL  REEVALUATION  STUDY 

The  city  of  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  and  the  St.  Paul  Dis* "ict,  Corp3  of 
Engineers  are  studying  flood  and  related  water  resource  problems  on  the  Red  River 
and  tne  Red  Lake  River  in  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota.  In  1953,  a  federally 
authorized  project  was  planned  and  designed  for  the  city.  Until  recently,  the 
authorized  plan  was  not  studied  further  because  the  city  would  not  indicate  that 
it  would  meet  local  cooperation  requirements.  Following  several  serious  floods 
in  the  1960's  and  1970's,  the  city  signed  an  official  agreement  indicating 
willingness  to  participate  in  the  project.  Since  tne  1953  project  design,  many 
changes  have  occurred  wnich  require  a  reevaluation  of  tne  autnorized  project  and 
other  measures  and  plans  so  that  a  "best  plan"  can  De  identified.  The  purpose  of 
this  planning  study  is  to  focus  in  on  and  identify  tne  best  plan. 

This  study  was  authorized  by  Congress  in  the  Flood  Control  Acts  of  19^8, 
1950,  and  1975.  Generally,  the  major  problem  is  flooding  and  the  continued 
threat  of  flood  damages.  The  basic  need  is  a  plan  which  will  significantly 
reduce  flood  damages  and  afford  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks,  the  opportunities 
for  continued  growth  and  development  into  tne  future.  Planning  studies  have 
analyzed  a  wide  range  of  structural  and  nonstructural  measures  for  tneir  merit  in 
reducing  flood  damages  at  East  Grand  Forks.  Structural  measures  analyzed  and 
dropped  from  further  study  include  upstream  dams  and  tributary  reservoirs, 
diversions,  and  channel  modification.  Ongoing  engineering,  economic,  and 
environmental  planning  studies  indicate  that  levees  are  the  only  structural 
measure  capable  of  significantly  reducing  flood  damages.  The  focus  of  future 
planning  studies  will  be  on  plans  composed  of  levees  in  combination  with 
nonstructural  measures  to  include  floodproofing,  acquisition/ reloca b ion, 
floodplain  zoning,  flood  warning  and  forecasting,  flood  insurance,  and  an 
emergency  plan  of  action.  It  is  too  early  to  tell  the  extent  to  which  each 
measure  will  be  used.  Your  help  is  needed  to  focus  in  on  a  "best  plan." 

To  bring  interested  citizens  up  to  date  on  the  study  status  and  current 
problem  and  to  identify  significant  issues,  desires,  and  needs  of  everyone 
affected,  a  worksnop  will  be  held  on  October  1  1,  1983,  at  7:30  p.m.  in  the  East 
Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  AVTI.  This  worksnop  will  serve  as  an  informational  ana 
working  meeting  with  concerned  citizens  and  interested  publics  and  as  a  scoping 
meeting  as  required  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality.  Scoping  is  defined 
as  the  process  of  identifying  and  focusing  in  on  likely  significant  issues  and 
tne  range  of  tnese  issues. 

Vie  invite  you  to  attend  the  workshop  and  participate  in  the  excnange  of 
information  and  ideas.  Your  input  will  be  instrumental  Tt\  the  identification  of 
a  "best"  flood  damage  reduction  plan  for  the  city. 


Edward  G.  Rapp 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer 
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PUBLIC  WORKSHOP 


THE  CITY  OF  EAST  GRAND  FORKS  AND  THE  ST.  PAUL  DISTRICT,  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  WILL  SPONSOR  A  WORKSHOP  FOR  THE  EAST  GRAND  FORKS, 
MINNESOTA,  FLOOD  DAMAGE  REDUCTION  STUDY. 


PURPOSE 


0  TO  INFORM  YOU  OF  THE  STUDY  STATUS; 
o  TO  SCOPE/IDENTIFY  SIGNIFICANT  ISSUES, 

DESIRES,  AND  NEEDS  OF  EVERYONE  AFFECTED; 

0  TO  OBTAIN  YOUR  COMMENTS,  VIEWS,  AND  SUGGESTIONS; 
o  TO  PROVIDE  FOCUS  TOWARD  SELECTION  OF  A  BEST  PLAN. 


WHEN: 


7:30  PM  ON  TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  11,  1983 


WHERE 


EAST  GRAND  FORKS  AREA  VOCATIONAL  TECHNICAL  INSTITUTE 
2022  CENTRAL  AVENUE  NORTHEAST 
EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MINNESOTA 


ALL  INTERESTED  CITIZENS  AND  AGENCIES  ARE  INVITED  TO  PARTICIPATE  IN  THE  WORKSHOP 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS  ,  MINNESOTA 


STUDY  OF  FLOOD  PROBLEMS  AT 
EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MINNESOTA 
PUBLIC  WORKSHOP 
OCTOBER  11,  1983 


Sponsored  by  the  city  of 
East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  and 
The  St.  Paul  District  Corps  of  Engineers 
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AGENDA 

PUBLIC  WORKSHOP 
EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MINNESOTA 

OCTOBER  11,  1983 


7:30  p.m. 
7:35  p.m. 
8:00  p.m. 
8:05  p.m. 
8:30  p.m. 

9:00  p.m. 
9:30  p.m. 


INTRODUCTION 

STATUS  REPORT 

WHAT  THE  WORK  GROUPS  WILL  DO 

REVIEW  OF  PLANS  AND  IMPACTS 

IDENTIFICATION  AND  DISCUSSION  OF 
OTHER  ISSUES  AND  CONCERNS 

SUMMARY  OF  WORKSHOP  ACTIVITIES 

MEETING  ADJOURNED 


City  Official 
Martin  Mcdeery 
Martin  McCleery 
Aldermen 

Aldermen 

Aldermen/McCleery 


A 
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Current 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PLANS 


Plan  # 

■  ■  / 

1  Plan  number  1  consists  of  levees  located  within  the  alignment 
corridor  between  alignment  number  2  and  alignment  number  3. 
Emergency  levees  outside  the  permanent  levee  would  be  removed  and 
earthen  material  from  the  emergency  levees  would  be  used  where 
possible  to  construct  the  permanent  levee.  Buildings  outside  the 
permanent  levee  would  be  provided  transportation  and  utilities  access 
during  non-flood  periods.  Levees  would  be  constructed  to  a  height 
somewhere  between  1 -percent  chance  and  standard  project  flood.  Other 
nonstructural  means  including:  floodplain  zoning,  flood  forecasting 
and  flood  warning,  flood  insurance,  and  a  flood  emergency  plan  of 
action,  would  be  a  part  of  this  plan. 

2  Plan  number  2  is  the  same  as  plan  number  1.  In  addition,  buildings 
outside  the  levee  protection  would  be  flood  proofed  when  the  cost  of 
flood  proofing  did  not  exceed  the  cost  of  flood  damages. 

3  Plan  number  3  is  the  same  as  plan  number  1.  In  addition,  buildings 
outside  the  levee  protection  would  be  acquired  and  relocated  where 
acquisition  costs  did  not  exceed  the  cost  of  flood  damages. 


B 
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Plan  number  4  is  the  same  as  plan  number  1.  In  addition,  buildings 
outside  the  levee  protection  would  be  flood  proofed  or  acquired  and 
relocated  where  costs  did  not  exceed  the  co3t  of  flood  damages. 

Plan  number  5  is  the  no  new  action  plan.  It  consists  of  the 
continuation  of  existing  emergency  management  measures  without 
permanent  flood  control  works.  This  includes  continuation  of 
emergency  levee,  dependence  on  Federal,  State,  and  local  time,  money, 
manpower,  and  material  resources  to  meet  future  flood  threats,  and 
dependence  on  other  nonstructural  measures,  such  as  floodplain 
zoning,  flood  forecasting  and  flood  warning,  flood  insurance,  and  a 
flood  emergency  plan  of  action. 
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EAST  GRAND  FORKS  ,  MINNESOTA 
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DETAILED  PLANNING 

DESIGN  OF  PLAN  FEATURES 
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IN  THIS  ISSUE 

•  The  Progress  Report 

■  About  the  Study  and 
Who's  Involved 

•  Flood  Problem 

•  Possible  Solutions 

•  Issues  and  Concerns 

■  What  Citizens  Have  Said 

•  Upcoming  Events/ Notes 


1897  Flood  -  DeMers  Avenue,  East  Grand  Forks 


THE  PROGRESS  REPORT 

This  is  the  first  in  a  series  of  progress  reports  designed  to  keep  you  informed 
on  the  study  status  and  issues.  From  time  to  time,  we  will  be  reporting  to  you 
the  findings  and  facts  which  bear  on  decisions  and  progress  made  in  each  stage 
of  the  study.  We  invite  you  to  participate  in  the  study.  If  you  or  someone 
you  know  would  like  to  be  on  our  mailing  list  for  future  progress  reports, 
please  fill  out  and  forward  to  us  the  tear-off  mailer  enclosed  in  this  report. 
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ABOUT  THE  STUDY  AMD  WHO  IS  INVOLVED 


In  September  1980,  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  and  the  St.  Paul 
District,  Corps  of  Engineers  began  a  study  of  the  city's  flood  and  related 
water  resource  problems.  The  purpose  of  the  study  is  to  identify  feasible 
flood  damage  reduction  measures  and  plans  so  that  a  best  plan  can  be 
implemented  for  the  city.  The  study  was  authorized  by  Congress  by  the  Flood 
Control  Acts  of  30  June  1948,  17  May  1950,  and  31  December  1970.  A  local 
cooperation  agreement  was  furnished  by  the  city  in  1975. 


WHO  IS  INVOLVED  IN  THE  STUDY 


City  and  Corps  personnel  have  been  working  together  to  identify  solutions  to 
the  flood  problem.  If  you  need  information  or  have  any  questions  or  concerns, 
please  contact  one  of  them. 


City  of  East  Grand  Forks  Study  Team: 

Dave  Mack  -  Study  Coordinator  (218-773-2483) 

Louis  A.  Murray  -  Mayor 

Jim  Gander  -  President,  City  Council 

Robert  A.  Matt  -  City  Attorney 

Robert  Peabody  -  Chamber  of  Commerce  Board 

Melford  Johnson  -  Coast-to-Coast 

Steve  Gorman  -  Alderman 

Ellis  Larson  -  City  Assessor 

Karl  Lindquist  -  Alderman 


Corps  of  Engineers  Study  Team: 

Martin  McCleery  -  Study  Manager  (612-725-5882) 

Jim  Diedrick  -  Economist 

Rich  Pomerleau  -  Engineer 

Mark  Ziemer  -  Engineer 

Mick  Lesher  -  Engineer 

Ralph  Berger  -  Engineer 

Suzanne  Gaines  -  Sociologist 

Terry  Pfutzenreuter  -  Archeologist 

Frank  Star  -  Outdoor  Recreation  Planner 
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FLOOD  PROBLEM 


Historically,  flooding  or  the  threat  of  floods  has  always  been  a  problem  at 
East  Grand  Forks.  Residents  of  the  city  may  still  remember  the  1950  flood  and 
the  damage  it  caused. 


1950  Flood  -  East  Grand  Forks  looking  southeast 


Others  will  remember  the  1979  flood  which  involved  the  entire  community. 
During  that  flood  event,  most  residents  became  generally  aware  of  the  problem 
and  its  potential  impacts  on  the  community  and  individual  life  styles.  In  one 
way  or  another,  everyone  was  affected.  In  1979  the  city's  emergency  management 
approach  to  fighting  floods  worked  but  required  extensive  outside  Federal  and 
State  assistance  as  well  as  the  help  of  thousands  of  volunteers.  Many  citizens 
recognized  that  higher  flood  levels  would  have  been  difficult  to  manage.  Some 
questioned:  What  would  have  happened  if  emergency  levees  had  been  overtopped? 
Is  the  emergency  management  approach  the  best  way  to  handle  the  flood  problem 
or  is  there  a  better  way  which  would  allow  the  city  the  opportunity  to  grow  and 
develop  into  the  future?  Finding  a  better  way  is  the  objective  of  this  study. 
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POSSIBLE  SOLUTIONS 


The  study  team  recently  compiled  ongoing  study  results  in  the  form  of  working 
papers.  These  papers  bring  together  the  detailed  engineering,  economic, 
environmental  and  social  information  for  decision-makers  to  provide  direction 
to  future  study  efforts  and  focus  in  on  a  solution  to  the  city's  flood  problem. 
Structural  measures  analyzed  and  dropped  from  further  study  include  upstream 
dams  and  tributary  reservoirs,  diversions,  and  channel  modifications.  Only  one 
structural  measure,  levees,  was  found  to  have  the  capability  to  significantly 
reduce  flood  damages  at  East  Grand  Forks  and  maintain  engineering,  economic, 
and  environmental  feasibility.  Further  study  of  levees  in  combination  with 
nonstructural  measures  including  floodproofing,  acquisition/relocation, 
floodplain  zoning,  flood  warning  and  forecasting,  flood  insurance,  and  an 
emergency  plan  of  action  is  continuing. 


ISSUES  AND  CONCERNS 


There  are  many  important  issues  and  concerns  that  must  be  looked  at  as  planning 
continues.  Some  of  these  issues  and  concerns  are: 

o  What  is  East  Grand  Forks'  future  with  and  without  permanent  flood 
protection? 

o  Do  residents  want  permanent  levee  flood  protection? 

o  What  is  the  "Best"  plan  and  how  do  measures  to  include  levees,  flood 
proofing,  acquisition/relocation,  flood  insurance,  floodplain  zoning, 
flood  forecasting  and  warning,  and  an  emergency  plan  of  action  relate 
as  part  of  that  plan? 

o  How  will  such  a  plan  be  financed  and  implemented? 

o  Can  levees  be  safely  constructed  to  protect  all  structures  in  East 
Grand  Forks  or  will  historically  unstable  riverbanks  require  alignment 
setbacks,  leaving  many  structures  unprotected?  Currently  an  alignment 
corridor  has  been  identified  which  could,  depending  on  final  alignment 
selection,  leave  many  structures  outside  levee  protection. 

o  What  choices  are  there  for  protecting  structures  outside  the  levee's 
protection?  Will  floodproofing,  acquisition/relocation,  flood  insur¬ 
ance,  and  providing  utility  services  to  these  areas  be  feasible  in 
terms  of  costs  and  local  acceptance? 
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WHAT  CITIZENS  HAVE  SAID 


A  city-wide  residential  survey  in  the  fall  of  1982  showed  that  citizens  are 
interested  in  flooding  and  the  flood  study.  They  expressed  opinions  about: 


FLOODING 

o  Flooding  is  seen  as  a  serious  threat  to  the  city,  especially  in  terms 
of  economics  and  safety. 

o  During  floods,  residents  experience  many  costly  and  disruptive  effects. 

o  After  floods,  there  are  economic  costs  of  flooding  as  residents  pay  for 
flood  insurance,  move,  and  modify  their  property. 


FLOOD  AWARENESS 

o  Twenty  percent  of  the  floodplain  residents  are  unaware  of  the  fact  that 
they  live  in  a  floodplain. 

o  Some  parts  of  town  are  not  widely  recognized  as  being  in  the 
floodplain. 

o  The  majority  of  people  who  moved  here  a3  adults  were  aware  of  the  flood 
threat. 


PROJECT  INTEREST  AND  CONCERNS 

o  If  residents  had  to  move  as  a  result  of  the  project,  about  two-thirds 
would  stay  within  the  city. 

o  Most  people  prefer  new  levees/floodwalls. 

o  Strongest  support  is  from  residents  who  are  aware  that  they  live  in  the 
floodplain. 

o  Concerns  about  flood  protection  measures  center  on  property  values, 
safety,  and  aesthetics. 

o  Homes  outside  the  levee  should  be  treated  as  part  of  the  plan. 

o  Residents  want  more  information  about  the  project. 
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In  the  spring  of  1983,  businesses  which  may  be  outside  of  the  protected  area 
were  interviewed.  Because  many  businesses  may  be  affected,  the  study  team  was 
concerned  about  disruption  to  the  city's  economy.  About  two-thirds  of  the 
businesses  reported  that  they  would  prefer  to  remain  somewhere  in  East  Grand 
Forks  if  they  had  to  move  because  of  a  flood  project.  The  other  one-third 
would  either  move  elsewhere,  or  go  out  of  business.  Some  may  do  this  anyway, 
with  or  without  a  project. 


UPCOMING  EVENTS /  NOTES 


October  11,  1983  A  public  workshop  is  planned  at  7:30  p.m.  in  the  East 

Grand  Forks  Area  Vocational-Technical  Institute.  The 
workshop  is  an  informational  and  working  meeting  with 
interested  citizens  and  agencies  to  scope  and  focus  in 
on  significant  issues  and  concerns. 


October  17,  1983  A  series  of  meetings  is  planned  to  help  identify  the 
November  14,  1983  city's  most  probable  future.  Problems  will  be 
November  21,  1983  prioritized  and  solutions  and  goals  will  be  developed 

to  identify  what  East  Grand  Forks'  future  will  be. 
Watch  your  local  newspaper  for  the  exact  time  and 
place  for  each  meeting. 

You  may  have  noticed  a  display  located  at  City  Hall  that  includes  pictures, 
tables,  and  graphs  about  past  floods  and  the  flood  future.  We  invite  you  to 
visit  City  Hall,  view  the  display,  and  pick  up  a  brochure  on  the  city's  current 
flood  emergency  plan  of  action.  A  copy  of  the  working  papers  will  also  be 
maintained  at  City  Hall  for  your  review.  Remember,  if  you  have  any  questions, 
please  contact  one  of  the  study  team  representatives. 


US  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers 

St  Paul  District 
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1979  Flood  -  The  Point,  East  Grand  Forks 


THE  PROGRESS  REPORT 

This  is  the  second  in  a  series  of  progress  reports  designed  to  keep  you 
informed  on  the  study  status  and  issues.  From  time  to  time,  we  will  be 
reporting  to  you  the  findings  and  facts  which  bear  on  decisions  and  progress 
made  in  each  stage  of  the  study.  We  invite  you  to  participate  in  the  study. 
If  you  or  someone  you  know  would  like  to  be  on  our  mailing  list  for  future 
progress  reports,  please  fill  .out  and  forward  to  us  the  tear-off  mailer 
enclosed  in  this  report. 
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ABOUT  THE  STUDY  AND  WHO  IS  INVOLVED 

In  September  1980,  tne  city  of  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  and  the  St.  Paul 
District,  Corps  of  Engineers  Degan  a  study  of  the  city's  flood  and  related 
water  resource  proolems.  The  purpose  of  the  study  is  to  identify  feasiole 
flood  damage  reduction  measures  and  plans  so  that  a  best  plan  can  De 
implemented  for  the  city.  Tne  study  was  authorized  oy  Congress  by  the  Flood 
Control  Acts  of  30  June  1948,  17  May  1950,  and  31  December  1970.  A  local 
cooperation  agreement  was  furnished  by  the  city  in  1975. 

WHO  IS  INVOLVED  IN  THE  STUDY 

City  and  Corps  personnel  have  been  working  together  to  identify  solutions  to 
the  flood  problem.  If  you  need  information  or  have  any  questions  or  concerns, 
please  contact  one  of  them. 

City  of  East  Grand  Forks  Study  Team: 

Dave  Mack  -  Study  Coordinator  (218-773-2483) 

Louis  A.  Murray  -  Mayor 

Jim  Gander  -  President,  City  Council 

Robert  A.  Matt  -  City  Attorney 

Robert  Peabody  -  Chamber  of  Commerce  Board 

Melford  Johnson  -  Coast-to-Coast 

Steve  Gorman  -  Alderman 

Ellis  Larson  -  City  Assessor 

Karl  Lindquist  -  Assistant  City  Attorney 

Corps  of  Engineers  Study  Team: 

Martin  McCleery  -  Study  Manager  (612-725-5882) 

Jim  Diedrick  -  Economist 

Rich  Pomerleau  -  Engineer 

Mark  Ziemer  -  Engineer 

Mike  Lesher  -  Engineer 

Ralph  Berger  -  Engineer 

Suzanne  Gaines  -  Sociologist 

Terry  Pfutzenreuter  -  Archeologist 

Frank  Star  -  Outdoor  Recreation  Planner 

Randy  Devendorf  -  Wildlife  Biologist 
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WORKSHOP  SUMMARY 


On  Ootooer  1  1 ,  1935,  a  puDlic  workshop  aos  held  in  tne  ;-ea  Voc-it  io.vil 

Technical  Institute  in  East  Grand  Forks.  The  purpose  of  the  workshop  Was  *  c 
inform  interested  puDlics  aoout  the  study  status  and  current  plans;  Lder.t.fv 
s  ignlf  '.Cant  issues,  desires,  and  needs  of  everyone  affected;  detain  ooaisr.’. ,, 
views,  and  suggestions;  ana  provide  focus  toward  selection  of  a  oesc  plat. 
Five  o.ans  and  tneir  impacts  were  reviewed  oy  worwsnop  participants.  Psep.e 
attending  the  meeting  Drake  up  into  groups  oy  ward,  and  the  workshop  «ns 
conducted  oy  ward  alaermen. 

I.;,  r--A:tS:  The  first  progress  report  informed  you  tnat  tne  only  feasioie  t  .a.n 
‘■hat  would  significantly  reduce  damages  at  East  Grand  F orks  was  a  j.evee  plat  i:. 
:omoi  iation  witn  nonstruct  ural  measures.  Nonstructurai  measures  inc-  1  a  :ed 
f  lo  ;dp coo fi.ng  and  acquisition/relocation  of  homes.  Figure  1  shows  three  .-.’ee 
a gnments.  Note  that  levee  alignment  1  is  not  possiole  due  tc  an  unst  ,r,  le 
riveroar.k  foundation.  Tnis  is  tne  alignment  of  the  existing  emergency  levee. 
The  area  oetweeu  alignments  2  and  3  defines  a  corridor  in  wnior.  a  possible  .-vet 
m a/  s.feiy  te  i. ’dated.  Five  conceptual  plans  were  reviewed. 

P.1  an  _ _ _ De_s_crip_t  i_qn _ _ 

1  Plan  1  consists  of  levees  located  within  tne  corridor  oetweer. 
alignments  2  and  3*  Emergency  levees  outside  the  permanent  levee 
would  oe  removed,  and  e^rtnen  material  from  tne  emergency  levees 
would  oe  used,  wnare  possible,  to  construct  the  permanent  levee. 
Buildings  outside  tne  permanent  levee  would  oe  provileu 
transpor tation  and  utilities  access  during  non  flood  periods.  Levees 
would  De  constructed  to  a  height  somewnere  oetween  tne  100-year  and 
standard  project  fLood  levels.  Otner  nonstructurai  measures  including 
floodplain  zoning,  flood  forecasting  and  warning,  flood  insurance, 
and  a  flood  emergency  plan  of  action  would  De  part  of  this  plan. 

2  Plan  2  is  tne  same  as  plan  1.  In  addition,  ouildings  outside  tne 
levee  protection  would  oe  floodproofed  when  the  cost  of 
f loodproof ing  did  not  exceed  the  cost  of  flood  damages. 

o  Plan  3  is  the  Same  as  plan  1.  In  addition,  ouildings  outside  tne 

ievee  protection  would  De  acquired  and  relocated  wnere  acquisiti  >ri 
costs  did  not  exceed  the  cost  of  flood  damages. 

w  Plan  U  is  tne  same  as  plan  1.  In  addition,  ouildings  outside  tne 

levee  protection  would  Oe  floodproofed  or  acquired  and  relocate  i 
where  the  cost  did  not  exceed  tne  cost  of  flood  damages. 

5  Plan  3  is  the  no  action  plan.  It  consists  of  the  continuation  of 

existing  emergency  management  measures  witnout  permanent  levees. 
This  includes  continuation  of  emergency  levees;  dependence  on 
Federal,  State,  and  local  time,  money,  manpower,  and  material 
resources  to  meet  future  flood  threats;  and  dependence  on  other 
nonstructurai  measures. 

IMPACTS  OF  EACH  PLAN 

TaOle  1  is  a  summary  comparison  of  impacts  oy  plan. 
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due  to  re.ocation. 

acres  of 
agricultural 

.and  .ost. 

Snort-term 

adverse 
impacts  on 
grassed*  open 
areas.  Approi- 
taate.y  2i 
acres  affected. 

evacuation. 

•et  .anas 

No  effect. 

No  effect. 

No  affect. 

No  effect 

Are  jf  t  :  on  J  :  t :  rr. . 

■••-•r  qua.ily 

Snort-term  decrease  m 
surface  eater  quality 
due  to  runoff  from 
construction  site. 

Same  as  p.an  1 

Same  as  plan  ' . 

Same  as  p.an  • 

present  con.: :  t  .  ,:1 . 

Air  (joilLtii 

Te^torary  increase  m 
air  pollution  during 

Same  as  plan  1. 

Same  as  plan  1 . 

Same  as  p.an 

Present  rone. t; on. 

construction. 

Threatened  and 

en  nri(fr*d 

species 

No  effect. 

No  effect. 

No  effect. 

N  >  effect 

Present  ond : t l on . 

Cu.tursl 

Current 4y  no  enown  sites 
listed  an  or  e.igio.e  for 
Inclusion  on  National 
Register.  Future  surveys 
may  identify  previous.* 
un  Known  significant  sites 
tnat  aay  oe  impacted. 

Same  as  plan  '. 

Same  as  plan  ' . 

Same  as  p.an  ’ . 

Present  condition. 

Aec rest  ion 

There  is  an  opportunity 

Same  as  p.an  '. 

SeM  as  p.an  ' . 

oame  as  ? .an  ’ . 

Nn  na-ge  from 

to  upgrade  a~d' or  add 
areas  and  faculties  to 
tne  city’s  par<  syste*. 
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present  :  ?n.;  ;  1 1  on. 

Following  tne  review  of  general  impacts  snown  in  tdDle  1,  workshop  participants 
were  requested  to  discuss  and  provide  comments,  questions,  and  concerns  aoout 
each  plan.  The  following  is  a  summary  of  what  they  said. 

Summary  of 

Workshop  Questions  and  Concerns 
Ward  1  (Conducted  Dy  Lynn  Stause  and  Dave  Mack) 

1.  Prevention:  Why  couldn't  the  Corps  work  on  a  better  plan  for  preventing 
water  from  getting  to  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota? 

2.  Drainage  and  Ponding:  Away  from  cities,  we  have  conflicting  drainage  and 
ponding  programs.  We  have  no  control  and  it  is  costing  us  plenty. 

3.  Who  Received  the  Survey  -  Not  Reliable:  People  feel  the  survey  of 

residents  and  businesses  in  East  Grand  Forks  Was  not  reliable. 


4.  Valuation:  People  close  to  the  river  feel  that  their  property  value  has 
gone  down  and  that  continued  talk  of  flooding  is  stopping  future  Duilding 
and  improvements. 

5.  Limbo  status  -  too  much  time  which  affects  values  and  sales:  It  takes  too 
long  to  solve  the  problem.  By  bringing  flooding  up  too  often,  people  get 
down  in  the  community  and  become  concerned  for  its  future. 

6.  Remove  all  existing  dikes:  One  suggested  plan  was  to  remove  the  dike  and 
let  it  flood.  Then  let  Federal  and  State  officials  come  in  after  the 
flood,  pay  for  it,  and  relocate  the  town  close  to  Key  West. 

7.  Plans  prevent  improvements:  Continued  talk  of  plans  is  preventing 
improvements  and  stopping  future  building. 

8.  Grand  design:  The  plan  is  too  elaborate  and  probably  should  be  done  in 
stages  and  smaller  portions. 


Will  the  city  survive  with  the 


10.  Subsidy:  Because  we  have  been  talking  about  flooding  for  so  long,  people 
feel  they  deserve  a  subsidy  for  their  devalued  property. 


Ward  2  (Conducted  by  Jim  Gander  and  Jerry  Skyberg) 


1.  Where  will  the  non-Federal  money  come  from? 

2.  What  is  the  breakdown  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  costs? 

3.  If  this  happens,  what  will  be  the  impact  on  the  community? 

4.  Can  we  get  State  funds? 

5.  Will  Mark  Dayton  pay  for  our  levees? 

6.  Who  will  determine  the  value  of  acquired  property? 

7.  How  would  the  levees  affect  the  look  of  the  downtown  area? 

8.  What  are  the  consequences  if  we  accept  plan  5  (No  Action)? 
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Ward  3  (Conducted  cy  Duane  rettig  and  Ellis  Larsen; 


l 


I 


I 


I 


I 

I 


1.  Although  no  people  from  Ward  3  attended  the  meeting,  how  muon  of  tne  Thirl 
Ward's  money  goes  into  this  project? 

Ward  4  (Conducted  oy  Rooert  Matt  and  Dan  Formato) 

1.  Will  there  oe  a  city-wide  assessment  for  local  costs? 

2.  How  are  homes  affected  and  how  would  they  oe  acquired? 

3.  What  are  the  city's  sources  of  funds? 

Ward  5  (Conducted  oy  Steve  Gorman  and  George  Wogamen) 

1.  How  come  Grand  Forks  dikes  work  and  ours  don't? 

2.  How  lively  will  alignment  3  oe? 

3.  What  happens  to  streets? 

4.  Have  they  ever  conducted  a  survey  of  the  economic  impacts  on  properties 
along  the  dike? 

5.  Who  is  going  to  compensate  for  homes  on  the  wrong  side  of  the  dixe? 

6.  Why  doesn't  channel  modification  or  holding  water  back  worK? 

7.  We  should  incorporate  other  water  control  projects  to  lower  flood  levels. 

8.  How  much  wider  would  the  new  levees  be? 

9.  The  city  should  feel  obligated  to  reimburse  people  on  the  other  side  of 
the  dike. 

10.  Who  has  the  authority  to  approve  the  plan?  Would  there  be  a  vote? 

11.  Where  will  non-Federal  funds  come  from? 

QUESTIONS  AND  ANSWERS 

The  many  questions  and  concerns  expressed  at  the  meeting  ranged  from  facts  about 
a  particular  plan  to  personal  values.  Many  of  them  were  answered  at  the 
workshop  or  in  the  working  papers  which  are  available  for  your  review  at  City 
Hall.  Some  are  presently  answeraole.  Some  can  be  answered  in  more  detail  when 
we  conclude  the  planning  study  in  August  1984.  Others  are  answered  only  on  the 
oasis  of  individual  preferences  and  judgments.  Here  is  our  initial  response  to 
your  concerns.  They  have  been  grouped  and  addressed  by  ward  and  question 
numbers  (e.g.,  1.1  means  Ward  1  -  concern  1). 
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Ward  and 
Concern 

1.1,  1.2, 
5.6,  5.7 


1.3,  5.4 


1.4,  1.5, 
1.7,  1.10, 
2.3,  2.7 


Response 


The  central  theme  of  these  concerns  is:  "Isn't  there  a  Detter  plan 
for  reducing  flood  damages?" 

City  officials  and  the  Corps  study  team  have  evaluated  all  possible 
measures.  These  include  structural  measures  such  as  reservoirs, 
diversions,  and  channel  modifications.  Althougn  all  of  these 
measures  are  possiole,  they  are  too  expensive  and,  most  important, 
would  not  significantly  reduce  flood  damages  at  East  Grand  Forxs 
without  levees  as  part  of  the  plan.  For  the  foreseeable  future, 
levees  comoined  with  nonstructural  measures  sucn  as  floodproofing, 
evacuation/relocation,  flood  warning  and  forecasting,  and  flood 
insurance  are  the  only  measures  tnat  would  significantly  reduce  flood 
damages  at  East  Grand  Forks. 

People  don't  oelieve  the  Corps  survey  of  residential  and  easiness 
areas . 

The  fall  19&2  questionnaire  Was  intentionally  sent  to  residents  in 
all  geographic  areas  of  the  city  because  the  flood  control  study 
would  be  important  throughout  the  city.  Responses  came  from  all 
areas;  60  percent  of  the  respondents  live  in  the  legal  floodplain, 
and  78  percent  have  personally  experienced  flood  problems  while 
living  in  the  city.  Although  the  total  number  of  responses  is  small 
(97)  compared  to  the  city  size,  the  scientific  process  of  sampling 
and  analysis  assures  that  the  opinions  expressed  oy  the  sample  will 
be  the  same  —  plus  or  minus  a  few  percentage  points  --  as  the 
opinions  of  the  rest  of  the  residents. 

The  summer  1983  interviews  of  businesses  involved  personal 
discussions  with  all  36  affected  establishments.  Results  from  both 
the  business  and  residential  surveys  are  discussed  in  the  wording 
papers,  available  at  City  Hall.  The  attitudes  expressed  in  these 
surveys  are  very  important,  such  as  concerns  about  the  project  and 
about  where  people  or  businesses  would  move,  if  forced  to  relocate; 
thus,  you  are  encouraged  to  read  the  working  papers,  which  describe 
the  surveys  and  their  results. 

People  in  the  floodplain  feel  that  their  property  values  have  gone 
down  and  that  continued  talk  of  flooding  is  stopping  further  building 
and  improvements. 

Until  recently,  people's  perceptions  o'1  property  values  in 
relationship  to  flood  damages  in  East  Grand  Forks  were  not  openly 
discussed  and  were  unclear.  The  1978  and  1979  floods  and  results  of 
this  study  have  more  clearly  identified  those  properties  at  risk  to 
flood  damages,  the  seriousness  of  the  problem,  and  the  potential  for 
significant  property  loss.  With  only  emergency  protection 
available,  potential  investors  would  most  liKely  consider  property 
in  the  floodplain  less  valuable  than  property  outside  the 
floodplain.  However,  oacxed  by  permanent  protection  guarantees, 
these  properties  would  maintain  or  improve  in  value  and  further 
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Duilding  and  improvements  would  he  encouraged.  The  city  and  tne 
Corps  feel  the  time  is  right  to  consider  solutions  to  tnis  flood- 
related  proDlem;  that  is,  a  better  flood  damage  reduction  plan- 

1.6  Why  not  remove  the  dikes  and  let  it  flood? 

This  plan  does  not  prevent  flood  damages  out  invites  them  to  occur. 
It  is  not  cost-effective  where  plans  are  available  that  cost  less  in 
the  long  run  than  the  damages  that  would  occur  under  direct  flooding. 
The  plan  would  not  De  socially  acceptaole  to  local  residents.  In 
addition,  a  State  and  Federal  Dailout  is  not  guaranteed  with  every 
flood.  Floods  in  the  foreseeaDle  future  may  not  involve  a  State  or 
Federal  disaster  declaration,  without  which  State  and  Federal 
assistance  would  not  be  available.  Then  the  city  and  its  residents 
may  have  to  pay  the  full  price  for  flooding. 

1.8  The  plans  are  too  elaborate  and  probably  should  be  done  in  stages 

and  smaller  portions. 

We  agree  that  the  period  of  time  between  initiation  of  this  planning 
study  and  implementation  of  a  plan  is  lengthy  and  that  current  plans 
are  comprehensive  and  complex.  As  Federal  water  resource  planners, 
we  are  as  eager  as  you  are  to  arrive  at  a  best  plan.  However,  we  are 
limited  in  how  we  plan  for  you  by  Federal  water  planning  policies  and 
regulations,  congressional  funding  priorities,  and  the  complexities 
of  the  engineering,  economic,  social,  and  environmental  constraints 
of  this  study.  It  takes  a  lot  of  time  to  work  through  the  details. 

It  is  the  Corps  goal  to  provide  certified  flood  protection  so  that 
the  remaining  flood  damages  are  minor  and  do  not  create  significant 
social  or  environmental  impacts.  This  level  of  flood  protection 
typically  lies  somewhere  between  the  100-year  to  standard  project 
flood  (SPF)  level.  We  prefer  the  SPF  level  of  protection  in 
situations  where  the  consequences  of  failure  would  be  catastrophic, 
such  as  plans  in  urban  areas  involving  high  levees,  high  floodwalls, 
and  rapid  velocities.  Other  goals  include  a  plan  that  has:  (1) 
economic  feasibility  -  having  more  dollars  of  benefit  than  cost  and 
being  affordable  by  the  city  and  other  State  and  local  units  of 
government;  and  (2)  social  and  environmental  acceptability  -  fitting 
in  with  existing  conditions  and  future  plans  of  the  city. 

There  are  certainly  less  time  consuming  and  less  complex  methods  of 
planning  and  implementing  solutions.  For  example,  studies  can  be 
conducted  by  non-Federal  entities  which  might  provide  an  acceptaole 
solution  at  a  lower  level  of  protection  with  less  time  and  cost. 
However,  current  study  efforts  indicate  that  the  most  cost  effective 
level  of  protection  lies  somewhere  between  the  100-year  and  SPF 
level.  Further  studies  will  focus  in  on  the  most  cost  effective 
level  of  protection  and  the  environmental  and  social  implications  of 
such  a  plan. 

2.8,  1.9,  Will  the  city  survive  with  or  without  a  plan? 

4.4,  4.5, 

4.6 
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Witnout  permanent  flood  protection,  the  city  will  continue  to  De 
restricted  in  development  and  maintenance  in  its  legal  floodplain 
area.  Tnis  will  make  it  more  difficult  for  the  present  downtown 
area  to  support  Dusinesses,  in  competition  with  the  220  North  area 
and  witn  Grand  Forxs.  If  a  flood  occurs  whicn  cannot  be  handled 
with  emergency  flood  fighting,  consideraDle  damage  could  result, 
which  would  accelerate  blight  in  both  commercial  and  residential 
areas.  Property  values  will  continue  to  be  restrained  oy  coth  the 
threat  of  floods  and  the  limitations  imposed  by  the  legal  floodplain 
status,  as  well  as  oy  floods  themselves. 

With  permanent  flood  protection,  property  values  within  the 
protected  area  will  be  significantly  improved  by  tne  removal  of  the 
flood  tnreat,  flood  damages,  and  legal  floodplain  status.  Options 
for  commercial  redevelopment  will  be  improved.  Negative 
consequences  are  that  commercial  blocks  closest  to  the  river  will 
have  to  be  relocated.  Residences  near  the  rivers  will  also  oe 
relocated,  or  possibly  allowed  to  remain  on  the  unprotected  side  of 
the  new  levee,  with  the  emergency  levee  removed.  As  local  costs 
will  oe  high,  protected  properties  will  have  a  high  tax  burden. 

"Survival"  is  perhaps  not  the  issue  so  much  a3  "change",  for  East 
Grand  Forks  will  continue  to  change,  in  either  case.  But  the 
community  must  decide  which  types  of  change  it  prefers. 

5.3,  5.2  What  happens  to  streets?  How  much  wider  will  levees  De? 

The  city  and  Corps  objective  is  to  make  only  necessary  changes  with 
a  minimum  of  impact  on  other  areas.  The  limited  space  in  this 
progress  report  does  not  permit  us  to  provide  specific  details  of 
each  plan.  We  suggest  you  review  the  working  papers,  available  at 
City  Hall,  which  contain  detailed  information  on  levee  locations, 
street  modifications,  utility  relocations,  and  levee  widths  and 
heights.  Please  keep  in  mind  that  these  details  will  change  during 
our  next  level  of  analysis.  The  study  team  is  currently  focusing  in 
on  the  engineering,  economic,  social,  and  environmental  variables  to 
provide  information  which  will  help  us  identify  a  best  plan. 

5.9  The  city  should  feel  obligated  to  reimburse  people  on  the  unprotected 

side  of  the  dike. 

Currently,  it  has  not  been  determined  if  there  is  any  legal 
obligation  for  either  the  city  or  the  Corps  to  acquire  homes  outside 
the  protected  area.  Both  the  city  and  the  Corps  are  definitely 
concerned  about  those  properties  which  cannot  be  protected, 
especially  if  they  are  presently  given  a  sense  of  security  by  the 
existing  emergency  levee.  According  to  our  public  opinion  survey  of 
city  residents  conducted  in  the  fall  of  1 9 8 2 ,  we  know  that  only  11 
percent  of  the  citizens  think  that  it  is  simply  the  property  owners' 
problem;  most  believe  that  either  the  city  or  Federal  Government  has 
a  responsibility  to  compensate  or  move  those  homes.  However,  it  is 
not  yet  known  just  what  legally  must  be  done,  or  who  can  afford  to 
do  it. 
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2.d,  4.2,  Who  would  determine  the  value  of  acquired  property? 

4.3 

The  sponsor,  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks,  woulo  oe  responsible  for 
acquiring  all  lands,  easements,  and  r ignts-of-way  for  the  project. 
An  appraiser  would  determine  the  value  of  the  property  wttn 
interaction  from  the  city  and  the  Corps.  A  fair  market  Value  offer 
would  be  made  and  agreed  to  oy  all  parties  Defore  the  property  would 
be  acquired. 

Where  will  tne  money  come  from? 

If  tne  city  and  its  residents  conclude  from  this  planning  study  that 
a  plan  is  acceptaole,  they  need  to  oegin  dealing  with  this  question 
soon.  The  city  and  its  residents  need  to  weigh  out  a  strategy  and 
set  a  course  for  finding  the  money  for  the  local  share  of  the 
project.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  provide  the  Federal  funds  for 
the  plan.  The  local  sponsor,  the  city  of  East  Grand  Forks,  is 
responsible  for  providing  the  non-Federal  share  of  funds.  Non- 
Federal  fund  sources  are  typically  obtained  through  (1)  revenue 
sharing  funds  made  available  under  the  State  and  Local  Fiscal 
Assistance  Act,  (2)  Housing  and  Urban  Development  community  clock 
grants,  (3)  special  local  assessments,  (4)  watershea  districts,  and 
(5)  special  State  legislation. 

5.10  Who  has  the  authority  to  approve  the  plan? 

The  city  of  East  Grand  Forks  has  the  legal  authority  to  construct 
levees  and  floodwalls  by  virtue  of  its  Home-Rule  Charter.  Chapter 
458.32  of  the  Minnesota  Statutes  grants  the  power  to  construct  levees 
to  East  Grand  Forks.  The  city  also  has  the  authority  to  be  involved 
in  levee  systems  extending  beyond  its  corporate  limits  through  the 
joint  power  authority  granted  cities. 

5.1  Why  do  levees  and  floodwalls  work  in  Grand  Forks  and  not  in  East 

Grand  Forks? 

The  focus  of  this  study  is  strictly  on  the  East  Grand  Forks  flood 
problem.  The  city  of  Grand  Forks,  however,  faces  similar  flood 
problems.  In  the  early  1950's,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  city 
of  Grand  Forks  constructed  a  levee-floodwall  system  which  has  paid 
for  itself  in  reduced  flood  damages  for  Grand  Forks.  A  more  recent 
study  completed  in  1981  did  not  identify  a  comprehensive  solution  to 
Grand  Forks'  current  problem  that  involved  Corps  par tic ipat ion. 
However,  we  feel  that  a  comprehensive  plan  exists  for  the  city  of 
East  Grand  Forks  which  would  involve  Corps  participation. 


2. 1 ,  2.2, 
2.4,  2.5, 

3.1,  5.5, 

5.11.4.1, 
4.7 


EAST  GRAND  FORKS  FUTURE 
WITH  AND  WITHOUT  A  BETTER  PLAN 


i 


Citizens  of  East  Grand  Forks  participated  in  meetings  held  during  October  and 
November  1983,  to  help  give  direction  to  the  future  of  the  city.  '.'he  fi-'st 
meeting  focused  on  goals;  the  second,  on  obstacles  to  those  goals  which  toe 
group  gave  highest  priority;  and  the  final  meeting  developed  strategies  for 
achieving  goals  and  circumventing  the  obstacles. 

The  Corps  helped  sponsor  the  meetings,  as  a  part  of  its  determination  of"  the 
most  lively  future  of  the  city,  with  or  without  a  Corps  project.  We  want  to 
thank  all  of  the  citizens  who  gave  their  time  to  address  these  important  civic 
issues . 

THE  NEXT  STEP 

The  study  team  is  involved  in  the  following  activities.  If  you  have  any 
questions  concerning  their  status,  please  contact  a  team  representative  and  we 
will  try  to  answer  them  as  soon  as  we  can. 

Present  -  City  identifies  most  probable  future.  Corps  considers  comments  from 
Dec  1983  city  and  workshop  activities  and  readies  data  for  the  final  planning 
evaluation . 

Present  -  Screening  and  selection  of  a  best  plan  and  preparation  of  a  craft 
Jun  1984  report  for  public  comment. 

o  Identification  and  selection  of  a  levee  alignment, 
o  Development  of  recommended  levee  components  (earthen  levee  or 
floodwall ) . 

o  Development  of  recommended  nonstructural  components  (flood 
proofing,  evacuation/relocation,  flood  insurance,  floodp'ain 
zoning,  flood  warning  and  forecasting  components). 

0  Evaluation  of  engineering,  economic,  social,  and  environmental 
impacts  (with  and  without  the  plan). 

0  Recommendation  of  a  best  plan  for  design  studies. 

Jun  1984  Public  meeting  to  solicit  comments. 

Aug  1984  City  agrees  in  principle  with  the  recommended  plan. 

Sep  1984  Initiation  of  design  studies. 

o  You  may  have  noticed  a  display  located  at  City  Hall  that  includes  pictures, 
tables,  and  graphs  about  past  floods  and  the  flood  future.  We  invite  you 
to  vi3it  City  Hall,  view  the  display,  and  pick  up  a  orochure  on  the  city's 
current  flood  emergency  plan. 

o  A  copy  of  tne  working  papers  is  being  maintained  at  City  Hall  for  your 
review.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  one  of  the  study  team 
representatives. 
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US  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers 

S'  P,«;l  District 


East  Grand  Forks 
Study  of  Flood  Problems 


PUBLIC  MEETING 


THE  CIA’  OF  EAST  GRAND  FORr.S  AND  ’  HE  ST  PAUL  "ISTRICT  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  vMLl  CONDI  CT  A  MEETING-  FOR  THE  EAST  GRAND  FORKS 
MINNESOTA  FLOOD  CONtROL  SHDY 


PURPOSE : 


TO  INFORM  vOU  OF  ><E  S t i.  E  y  and  PF  COMMENDED  PLAN 

TO  ANSWER  >  OL  R  Ol  f  S  T!ONG  UN  O-f  tu  COMMENDED  RAN 


WHEN 


7  30  PM  ON  THURSDAY  (  ■<  u  RE  =- 


WHERE : 


EAST  GRAND  FORKS  AREA  v(jt  A T -r  .* -KUU.rAl  INSTITUTE 
2022  CENTRAL  AVENGE  NORTKas1 
EAST  GRAND  FORKS  MINNESOTA 


ALL  INTERESTED  CITIZENS  A\p  At  'f  V  :f  k  af-[  :f[ 


N-B-l'lS* 


REPLV  TO 
ATTENTION  OF: 


Planning 

Plan  Formulation 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
ST  PAUL  DISTRICT  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
1135  U  S  POST  OFFICE  8.  CUSTOM  HOUSE 
ST  PAUL  MINNESOTA  55101 

September  1934 


ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  PUBLIC  MEETING 
EAST  GRAND  FORKS  GENERAL  REEVALUATION  STUDY 


The  City  of  East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  and  tne  St.  Paul  District,  Corps 
of  Engineers,  nave  completed  the  study  of  flood  and  related  water  resource 
problems  on  tne  Red  River  and  tne  Red  Lake  River  in  East  Grand  Forks, 
Minnesota.  In  1953,  a  federally  authorized  project  was  planned  and  designed 
for  the  city.  Until  recently,  the  authorized  plan  was  not  studied  further 
because  tne  c*ty  would  not  indicate  that  it  would  meet  Federal  local 
cooperation  requirements.  Following  several  serious  floods  in  the  1 960 * s  and 
1970’s,  tne  city  signed  an  official  agreement  indicating  willingness  to 
participate  in  the  project.  Since  tne  1953  project  design,  many  cnanges  have 
occurred  which  required  a  reevaluation  of  the  authorized  project  and  other 
measures  and  plans  during  the  period  of  October  1930  through  October  193+  so 
tnat  a  recommended  plan  could  be  identified.  The  completed  planning  study  has 
identified  a  recommended  flood  damage  reduction  plan  for  East  Grand  Forks. 


This  study  was  authorized  by  Congress  in  the  Flood  Control  Acts  of  1948, 
1950,  and  1975.  Generally,  the  major  problem  is  flooding  and  the  continued 
threat  of  flood  damages.  The  basic  need  is  a  plan  wnicn  will  significantly 
reduce  flood  damages  and  afford  tne  City  of  East  Grand  Forks  the  opportunities 
for  continued  growth  and  development  into  the  future.  Planning  studies  have 
analyzed  a  wide  range  of  structural  and  nonstructural  measures  for  their  merit 
in  reducing  flood  damages  at  East  Grand  Forks.  Structural  measures  analyzed 
and  dropped  from  further  study  include  upstream  dams  and  tributary  reservoirs, 
diversions,  and  channel  modification.  Levees  were  identified  as  the  only 
structural  measure  capable  of  significantly  reducing  flood  damages  at  East 
Grand  Forks,  Minnesota.  The  draft  report  recommends  further  study  and 
engineering  d-  sign  of  a  plan  which  includes  levees  in  combination  with 
nonstructural  neasures  to  include  floodproofing,  acquis  it ion/ relocation, 
floodplain  zoning,  flood  warning  and  forecasting,  flood  insurance,  and  an 
emergency  plan  of  action. 


To  inform  interested  citizens  on  the  study  findings  and  to  answer 
questions,  a  meeting  will  be  held  on  October  11,  1934,  at  7:30  p.m.  in  the 
East  Grand  Forks,  Minnesota,  AVTI.  This  meeting  will  serve  as  an 
informational  meeting  with  concerned  citizens  and  interested  publics.  We 
invite  you  to  attend  tne  meeting  and  participate  in  the  exchange  of 
information  and  ideas.  Your  input  will  be  helpful  to  the  city  in  deciding 
whether  to  continue  detailed  engineering  studies  of  the  recommended  plan. 


( 


C 


/  l 


Edward  G.  Rapp 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer 
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APPENDIX  C 

LIST  OF  INDIVIDUALS  AND  GROUPS  RECEIVING 
THE  DRAFT  GENERAL  REEVALUATION  AND  SUPPLEMENT  TO 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
FOR  FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  RELATED  PURPOSES 

RED  AND  RED  LAKE  RIVERS 
AT  EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MINNESOTA 


EAST  GRAND  FORKS  MAIL  LIST 


Those  checked  receive.'  the  draft  report  and  draft  suppler.ent  to  the  final  EIS 


/ H'liiiU'  life  id  lit  Andrews,  United  Stilus  'jenatm  ,  Federal  Building.  1 3 ; >  u  -i  ■_  r\ 

.  Noitli  Dakota  58501 

/Honorable  Marl;  Andrews,  United  States  Senate ,  Washington ,  1)  (  70310 

/Honorable  Rudy  BoschwiU,  l/nitH  St  ates  Lena  On  .  210  Bieniei  BuDding. 

■119  Robert  Street  North,  St  Paul,  Minnesota  331  0" 
v  Hon  Rudy  llosehwitz,  United  States  Senate,  S  H  -  5  0  4  Hart  Senate  Oun-  ■  Bldg  . 
Washington .  D  C.  203)0 

Sion  tluentin  N  Burdick,  United  States  Senate.  Washington,  D  C  2015*0 
/Hun  Uuentm  N  Btndiek,  United  States  Senator,  Federal  Building,  Binn, .  i  c.k , 
North  Dakota  30301 

/Hon  David  Durenberyer,  United  States  Senate,  303  Russel  Senate  Office  Rldo 
,  Washington,  D  C.  2031.0 

v  Honorable  Uavid  Durenherytr ,  tfnited  States  Senator,  >020  Plymouth  Building, 
12  South  Sixth  Street,  Minneapolis,  Minnesota  33002 
*  Honor  aid*  Allan  Stancieland ,  House  of  Representatives, 

1326  Lungwort  h  Housing  Office,  Washington,  1)  C  20313 
/Honorable  Arlan  St.myeland ,  Representative  in  Congress ,  0th  Floor, 

003  Center  Avenue,  Moorhead,  Minnesota  36560 
J|  ]**«******* K  ***********************  a*  ************ 

» Honoiabl*  Willis  liken,  State  Representative,  273  State  Office  Building, 

,  St  Paul,  MN  33153 

/Honorable  Royer  Moo,  State  Senator,  208  State  Capitol  Building,  St  Paul, 

MN  33155 


Honorable  Royer  Mot,  Minnesota  Senator,  706  East  Thud  Avenue,  Ada, 
Minnesota  56310 

•"Him .  Rudolph  G .  Perpich,  Governor  of  Minnesota,  f  30  Stale  Capitol,  St  Paul, 


/  Minnesota  35 133 

»Hon .  Wallace  Spa>  by ,  Representative ,  263  State  Office  Building,  St.  Paul , 

MN  33153 

/Honorable  Tony  Stadurn,  Minnesota  Representative,  Route  7,  Ada,  Minnesota  363' 0 
Honorable  Tony  Stadura,  State  Repioseni  ativn,  317  State  Office  0 (Hiding, 

,  St  Paul,  MN  35155 

/Honorable  Leroy  Sturupf,  State  Senator,  306  State  Capitol,  St  P,.u)  ,  MN  35155 
vHonoiable  Jim  Tunhoiin  ,  State  Representative,  3)1  State  Office  Building, 

St  Paul,  MN  55155 

Q2*  x  *  z  z  *  *  *  z  *  *  *  z  *  *  *  »  z  *  *  z  *  *  z  *  *  z  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  x  *  *  x  *  *  *  x  x  x  *  x 
/Mi  Charles  W  Larsen ,  U  S.  Army  Engineer  Division ,  North  Central  Division , 

536  South  Clark  F>  t  r  e  » t ,  Chicago,  Illinois  60605 
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,  Forester,  Forest  Service,  Chippewa  National  Forest,  Cass  Lake,  Minnesota  >6633 
(/State  Conservationist,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  2(d)  Fed  Bldg  , 

116  N  Robert,  St  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 

U*******  ******  *************************  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 


(/St  Paul  Field  Office  (ES) ,  U  S  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service ,  370  N  aleak  Rldg, 
333  Sibley  St,  St  Paul,  Minnesota  33101 
j/District  Chief,  Geo  Suivey,  U  S  Dept  or  the  interior, 

70?  U  S  Post  Off  S  Cost  Pise,  St  Paul,  Minnesota  331  <>i 
./Regional  Director,  U  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Fedor  il  Rldg  , 

Fort  Smiling,  Twin  Cities,  MN  35 >11 
12  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  x  *  *  x  *  x ******************  x  *  x  x 

/Federal  Highway  Administration,  Suite  470,  Metro  Square  Building,  St  Paul, 
MN  55101 

)/*]  ******************  *************  *******  *  A*  rt  ****** 

(/Slaty  Director  for  Minnesota ,  Fanners  Home  Administration,  252  Fed  Rldg  , 

316  N.  Robert,  St  Paul,  Minnesota  35U11 
/^Economic  Devei  /pment  Rep  ,  Economic.  Development  Admin  ,  407  Fed  Bldg, 

515  V  1st  St.,  Duluth,  MN  55802 

y  A  i  e  a  Dir.  ,  Fed  Hous  Admin.  ,  U  F>  Dept  of  Hotis  S  Urb  Dev  ,  P  *1  Box  2403, 
Karoo,  Nortli  Dakota  38102 

TECH  HA/ATtfJ ,  PFD  BMUH-CrTMC, v  MG  F-kUlEAIC-V  , 

Ittli  S  WACKER-frR XHI  L,  A  CrtrrHsR  1 N  O  T  S  &tH<  M. 

Mr  Larry  Bailey,  Nat  $  Tech  Hazards  Division,  Fed  Emergency  Mgt  Agency. 

300  South  Waclcer  Drive,  24  FI,  Chicago.  IL  60606 
IX************* **************  *****************  x  *  *  x 
y  Regional  Administrator,  Reg  V,  U  S  Envirn  Protection  Agency, 
v  230  South  Dearborn  Street,  Chicago,  U.  60604 

l7*«*»*«m*«»***»t»*(»««*  *******************  *  *  *  *  * 
ytx .  Rowel  Knacson,  Red  l  ake  II  Watershed  Dist  ,  309  LaBr»e  A ve  N 
Thief  Rivtt  Kails,  MN  36701 
Iner  Ouern,  Oslo,  MN  56/44 

7  (I  ********  ******  *  ********  ************************* 
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Comm  .  ,  02b  Woodland 


JjJ^Trs  i;i.ru  devlind,  710  NW  (2th  street, 
loic  Jw  yni5 ,  Northwest  Reg  Deve) 

Mmiw'ioU  56714 
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,  Dir  of  Comprehensive  Planning,  Our .  of  Ping,  Dept  of  Nat  Res 
3rd  Floor  Cnittnni,.!  Off  Bldg,  Fit  Paul  ,  Minnesota  lib  155 
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4C0  Cedar  litieet,  lit  P;.ut, 


Water  Resources  fid 


555  Wabasha,  Room  2u4, 


/  M 
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Building  25,  Fort  Duelling,  MN 
Agency,  10 1  Capitol  Square  BJ.dg 
05101 

Mum.  State  Planning  Agency 


51  1 1 
550 


Cedar  Street , 


Affrs 

55101 


000  Cedar  Street  , 


IV  Transportation  Hldy  ,  St  Paul, 


1935  V  County  Road  B? , 


^/Executive  Secretary 

■’  Pint,  MM  55102 

Dept  of  Transportation,  007  Transportation  Hldy.,  John  Ireland  Blvd 
St  Pint,  Minnesota  55t55 
,/M mn  Historical  Society 
y  Dir  ,  Minn  State  Ping 
St  Paul ,  Minnesota 
,  Du  ,  Off  of  Loo  6  Urb 
lit  .  Paul,  Minnesota 
,  Minn  Dept,  of  Transportation 
/  Minnesota  55155 

Y Executive  Director,  MN  Pollution  Control  Agency, 
i  Roseville,  Minnesota  55113 

knr  Joseph  N.  Alexander  ,  Commissioner,  MN  Dept,  of  Natural  Resources , 
Centennial  Olily  -  Third  Floor,  Fit  Paul,  Mmnnesota  55155 
Denise  Beigbedei  ,  Minnesota  Department  of  Energy,  and  Commerce 
430  Cedar  Avenue,  Fit.  Paul,  Minnesot  i  55101 
llirector,  Environmental  Health  Division,  Minn  Dept  of  Health,  U  of 
717  OeL.awaro  litreet  SB,  Minneapolis,  Minnesota  55430 
Glenn  E.  EJlinyer,  Highway  Engineer,  MN  Dept  of  Transportation 
719  Thomdale,  Crookston ,  Minnesota  54714 
Donald  R  Crasser,  P  O  Hox  502,  Thief  River  Falls,  MN  54701 
Ron  Hurnac.k,  Minn.  Dopt  of  Mat  Resources,  Space  Center 
334  Lafayette  Road,  lit  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 
a  W  Johnson,  Assistant  District  Engineer,  Minn  Dept  of 
Bemidji,  Minnesota  54401 

Toro  Luigen ,  Minn.  Dept  of  Nat  Resources,  Space  Center 
333  Lafayette  Road,  lit  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 
t.arry  Seymour ,  Director,  MN  Dept  of  Natural  Resources,  i 
St  Paul,  Minnesota  55155 

Dan  Thul,  Red  River  Coordinator,  Minn.  DNR,  NV  Regional 
2115  Biichmont  Reach  Rd  NE ,  Bemidii,  Minnesota  54401 
3 0  *  ********  a  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  a  ******************  *  *  *  x *******  a 
i/£  Nt'rth  Dakota  State  Water,  Commission,  900  E.,st  Boultvaid,  Bismaik,  N D  5350 
t/Honorabla  H  C  Wessiaan,  903  25th  Avenue  South,  Grand  Forks,  NO  5.3201 

;ii«***t((***»****««  ******  **********  *************** 
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Mr  Jam^s  A  yen ,  Dist  Conservationist/'Vest  Polk,  Crookston  Field  Office, 

10?  East  Second  Stieet,  Crookston,  MN  56716 
Mr  Stanley  Daley,  Fisheries  Supervisor,  Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife, 

2)15  Birr.  Jnuont  Beach  Road  NE ,  Bemidji,  MN  54401 
Mr  George  Davis,  Area  Wildlife  Manager,  Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Ron  (33, 
/  Karlstad,  MN  54732 

i/Duerto r,  Fish  &  Wildlife  Division,  Minn  Dept  of  Nat  Resnmces, 

390  Centennial  Bldg.,  Fit  Paul,  Minnesota  55155 
Mi  Earl  Erickson,  District  Conservationist ,  Roseau  Field  Office,  Box  35V, 
Roseau,  MN  56/51 

Mr  Robert  Fauces,  Wildlife  Supervisor,  Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife, 

22(5  Biro  fun  out  Beach  Road  NE,  Bemidji,  MN  56601 
Mr  Gordon  Forester,  Refuge  Manager,  Thief  Lake  Wildlife  Mymnt  Area, 

Bor  17  Northeast  Star,  Middle  River,  MN  54737 
Mr  Allen  Gustafson,  Jr,  District  Conservationist, 

Thief  River  Falls  Field  Office,  301  Knight  Avenue  North, 

Thief  River  Falls,  MN  5470) 

Mr  Alien  Gustafson,  Jr,  District  Conservationist ,  Red  Lake  Falls  Field  Office, 
Bor  385 ,  Red  Lake  Falls,  MN  54750 

Mr  Earl  Johnson,  Area  Wildlife  Manager,  Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Bor  323, 
Detroit  Lakes,  MN  56501 

Mr  Gerald  Maertons,  Wildlife  Area  Manager,  Thief  Lake  Wildlife  Mgmnt  Area, 

Bor  i?  Northeast  Star,  Middle  River,  MN  56737 
Mr  Mark  Vac.ek,  Dist  Conservationist /East  Polk,  McIntosh  Field  Office, 

Bor  5?  Municipal  Building,  McIntosh  MN  56556 
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^Chairman ,  Hoard  of  County  Commissioners ,  Polir  County,  Cioolcstrm, 

Minnesota  54?  I  4 

v^*-r  Donald  Bakken ,  Polk  County  Commissioner,  Fertile,  MM  54540 
yfhr.  irving  Buyer,  Had  Lakn  County  Commissioner,  Red  Lako  MN  54750 

Mi  Royer  Diesen ,  Marshall  County  Engineer,  Warren,  MM  04742 
v?*tr  John  Driscoll,  Polk  County  Commissioner,  Case  Grand  forks,  MM  54721 
i/Mr  .  I-yle  Fisert,  Tolk  County  Emergency  Service,  Court  House,  Crookston , 
Minnesota  54714 

i/Mj.  Lawrence  H  Fontaine,  Polk  County  Auditor,  Polk  County  Courthouse, 
Crookston,  MN  55714 

yMi  .  Louis  Giese ,  Polk  County  Commissioner,  404  M.  Third  F>t>  eot  , 

Mast  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Mr  Russel  Huotari,  Red  Lake  County  Commissioner,  Plummer  ,  MM  547C4 
Mr  Albert  Koop ,  Pennington  County  Commissioner,  Thief  River  Falls,  MM  54701 


i/fdr  Berme  Lieder  ,  Polk  County  Engineer,  Highway  75  S  County  Road  233, 

Crookston  MM  547(4 

Mr.  Roger  Kickelson,  County  Towship  Assoc.  Chair,  Pennington  County,  Route  ), 
Coodr idge  MM  54725 

Mr.  Don  Murray,  Kittson  Cty  Townships  Assoc,  Davis  Township,  Donaldson,  MN  0477.0 
•  /“tr  Wayne  Olson,  Pennington  County  Engineer,  Courthouse,  Thief  River  Falls, 

MM  5670) 

Mr.  David  Olsonowski,  Kittson  County  Engineer,  Courthouse ,  Hallo  ck,  MM  54778 
i^fr.  Marl  Radi,  Polk  County  Commissioner ,  514  North  Central,  Crookston,  MN  54714 

Mi  Ronald  Rasmusson ,  Norman  County  Engineer,  Ada  MM  545)0 
Unr  Marvin  Retimeier,  Polk  County  Commissioner,  Crookston,  MN  54714 

Mi.  Otto  Stenbeiy,  Pennington  County  Commissioner,  J06  Kendall  Avenue  North, 

Thief  R  ivor  Falls,  MN  54701 

Mr  Ervin  Dtrandquist ,  County  Township  Association,  Marshall  County,  MewfoJden, 

MN  54730 

Mr.  Cilen  Tasra,  Pennington  County  Commissioner,  Route  2,  'nail,  MM  54484 
vKt.  Henry  Vasefc ,  County  Township  Assoc.  Chair,  Polk  County/Northland  Township, 
Eon  71  Route  H3,  Warren,  MM  54742 

Mr  John  Williams,  County  Township  Assoc.  Chair,  Norman  County, 

Halstad  Township,  Halstad,  MN  5654C 
i>fc  Lloyd  Wold,  Polk  County  Commissioner ,  Trail,  MM  54404 

*40  **********************************  ************** 

i/PoIk  Ct  Planning  and  Zoning,  Courthouse,  Box  554,  Crookston,  MM  44714 

/jj******************  ******  ************************ 
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Keith  Driscoll,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Huntsville  Township,  Route  3, 
East  Grand  Forks,  MM  54721 

Alden  JalJo,  Township  Chairmun/Polk  County,  Liberty  Township,  Fertile, 

MM  54540 

(Jrley  Jevning,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Hubbard  Township,  Mielsville, 
MN  54540 

Harvey  Johnson,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Lessor  Township,  McIntosh, 
MM  54554 

George  Kami,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Helgoland  Township,  Route  113, 
Warren ,  MM  34742 

Gary  Letnes,  Township  Chainaan/Polk  County,  Andover  Township,  Route  i, 
Crookston,  MN  54714 

Allen  Love,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Fanny  Township,  Euclid,  MM  5477.7. 

Albert  Mandt,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  King  Township,  McIntosh, 

MN  54554 

Eugene  Mattson,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Esther  Township,  Route  2, 

East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Vince  Muesing,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Columbia  Township,  Fosston, 
MN  54542 

Leonard  Nelson,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Hiyderu  Township,  Oslo, 

MN  54744 

William  Nelson,  Jr  ,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Sullivan  Township, 

Routn  l,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5472 1 

Dona  Id  Peteison,  Township  Chairman/Polk  Comity,  Grand  Forks  Townrhip, 

Route  3,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  54721 

Lor  an  Stoitroen,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Vineland  Township,  Climax, 
MN  54323 

F.arl  Gtrande,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Fisher  Township,  Fishoi  , 

MN  54723 

Ordean  Sumirud,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Hill  River  Township,  Fosston, 
MN  54342 

Earl  Fykes,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Grove  Park  Township,  Mentor, 

’IN  54736 
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v/Mr  J.  E.  Thoteson,  Township  Chaina-iii/PoIk  County,  Tynsid  Township,  Glims, 

MN  56523 

y/\ Or  Herbert  Tor  beuson  ,  Township  Chaiiman/Folk  County,  Sletten  Township,  Forsion 
MN  35542 

l/Mr  Allen  Tor  pet,  Township  Chan  man/Po!k  County,  Garfield  Township,  Rente  2, 
Fertile*,  MM  5-554 0 

,/nr  Nor  man  Tietter,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  T  ulden  Township,  Mentor, 

MN  5573-5 

yMr  Erwin  Vanek,  Township  Chairman/Polk  County,  Neshit  Township,  Route  , 

/  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5-5721 

yudi  Joel  Venues,  Township  Chaiiman/Polk  Comity,  Bi  andsvold  Township,  Fo^ston 
MM  56542 

()  *****  K  *************  *************  *  *  *  *  ************ 

14  East  Grand  Forks  Chamber  of,  Commerce,  216  MU  4th,  East  Grand  For5s,  MM  56721 
Mi  Merlyn  E  Abel,  522  North  Second  Street,  East  Grand  Folks,  MM  ',-6721 
Glarenc.it  Amundson,  Route  3,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Hubert  Ancitrsin,  1509  i9  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  0677.' 

Dale  A  6  hynii  Anderson,  510  2nd  Avenue  MV,  East  Grand  Forks.  MM  5-5721 
Ms.  Lola  Anderson,  607.  1st  Street ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 
David  S  Cheerio  Anderson,  604  5E  0th,  East  Grand  Forks.  MN  5672! 

David  E  Astrup,  1720  19th  Street  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Francis  Ayotte,  2  NE  4th  Street,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  55721 
Earl  0.  Ear  atari,  ?33-3>d  Avenue  F>  F  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  06721 
Rio hard  W  Barrett,  Route  3,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5-5721 

Mi.  William  Barrett,  Water  Plant,  Sec-.ond  Street  SE,  E..st  Grand  Forks,  MW  56771 

Mr.  Grant  Dieson,  1114  River  Drive  HE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  53201 
Mr  Leo  C  Denser  ,  627  13th  Avenue  North,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  36771 
Mr  Conrad  Denson,  607  NV  2nd,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  55721 
Mi  Bob  Berglund ,  1500  5th  Ave  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  3672' 

Mr.  Roger  Dirkholz,  240  Third  Avenue  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  55721 
Carl  Bjornstad,  5973  12th  Avenue-  MW,  East  C-rancJ  Forks,  MN  56771 
Odrm  Djornstad,  200  2nd  Street  NV  *1(0,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Bai bain  Bjornstad,  1923  12th  Avenue  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  3677,' 

John  &  Vickie  Blanchette,  707  1st  St  NV/,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5-5721 

Mi  Don  Blue,  1520  MW  20th,  East  Grand  Forks,  MW  56721 

Donald  J.  Dodahl,  237-3rd  Avenue  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Mrs  V  J.  Fiodahl _ ,  237  3rd  Avenue  F>  K  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5672 

Mr  Mark  Bohn,  1013  7th  Ave  N.W.  ,  East  Grind  Forks,  MN  5-5721 
Ms  Diane  Bohn,  1C1C  7th  Ave.  N.W  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5677J 
Dick  Donlie,  1804  River  Road  NV/,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  55721 
Mr  Joe  Hoi  gen,  1110  13th  Avenue  SE,  East  Gland  Forks,  MM  V  77’ 

Mr.  Bennett  Uoushee,  Route  (Ft,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5572  i 
Leon  G.  Boushee,  7  1st  Street  ME,  East  Grand  Forks.  MM  5677.1 
Ernest  Brazes,  3  Poison  Ct  RE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
George  K  Bredahl ,  9-Vylie  Ct  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56771 

Dorothy  Ored.ihl,  7  Wylie  Ct  M  V/.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  55721 

Mr  John  Breidenbach,  539  7th  Avenue  GE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56771 
Aaron  Drokke,  915  4th  Street  NV/,  East  Grind  Forks,  MN  56721 
Bernie  Brick,  P.O.  Box  617,  Crookston,  MN  56716 
Becky  L  Drown,  RR  1,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Lairy  U  Charon  Brummer ,  726  1st  fit  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr  Emmet  Dubendorf,  700  North  First  Street ,  East  Grand  Forks ,  MM  56  721 
RosaIie_  Bubendorf,  1008  1st  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  36721 
F.J  Duckley,  1507  19th  street.  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5-5721 
Robert  J  Bushy,  506-1  Avenue*  North,  East  Grand  Torks,  MN  56.721 

Bernice  M  Bushy,  506  1st  Avenue  NE.  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Colleen  C. ,  Bushy_,  121st  Street  NE ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  36721 
A  T.  Oycl.il,  121  1st  Avenue  NE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  55721" 

Ms  Frieda  Bye,  415  Fourth  Street  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Mariano  Cariveau,  503-0rd  Street  NV/,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM_  56721 
Paul  and  Linda  Cariveau,  11 -Dike  Stieen  ME,  East  Gi  and  Forks,  MN  56721 
Larry  Cariveau,  503-3cd  NW,  East  Grand  Fcoks,  MN  5.5721 
Mi  W  J  Carney,  415  Noith  First  Street,  East  Grand  Folks,  MM  56721 
Ms  Lillian  R  Carney,  717  1st  St.  MV/.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  36721 
Harvey  Christianson,  1203  Cth  Avenue  NW_,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 
Audrey  Christianson,  1303-0th  Avenue  NV/,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  55721 
Mr.  Kenneth  Coauette,  917  Bygland  Road  15F,  East  Grand  Folks,  MM  56721 
Mr  Richard  E  Greiners,  217  Mars  Drive,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  55721 
Dennis  Crews,  702  1st  Street  NW ,  East  Gi  and  Forks,  MN  56721 
Virren  C  Dahl,  17  East  Forrest  Ct  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 
Anna  R  Dahl,  JH6-3rd  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mrs  V.C.  Dahl,  17  Forrest  Ct  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5-5721 
Mr  Marion  K  Dahl,  817  North  Third  Street,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 


Mj  Mary  Ann  Dahl,  17  Forrest  Ct  N  W  ,  East  Grand  Tories,  MN  5*72! 

Marlyce  Dahlytnrt ,  7.2  Forrest  Ct  NW  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MW  5*721 
John  Dahlqmst,  22  Forrest  Ct  ,  East  Grand  Tories,  MM  5*721 
Roger  Danielson,  9  For  rest  Ct  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*771 
Guy  Danner,  14  1st  Street  MW,  East  Grand  Foks,  MM  5*721 
Kaisone  Delict  tin,  519-13th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Mr  Marv  Devrg,  American  Federal,  East  Grand  Torts,  MN  5*721 
Mr  Marvin  K  Deviy,  18  Forrest  Ct  N  W  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Delores  _  Oierker,  RR2,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5*721 
Mr  Lawrence  M.  Donahue,  RR  1,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Mr  &  Mrs  Steve  Postal,  1703  7th  Ave  MW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MM  5*72 1 
Mr  John  E  Driscoll,  110  Sixth  Avenue  North,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*771 
Venial  Driscoll,  510-17  Street  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
sAr  Gary  Dudgeon,  Planning  Commission ,  223  NW  3,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
v/flr  Norman  R  OrifauU  ,  #2  Trraherttne  Ct  ,  East  Grand  forks,  MN  5*721 
Mr  Lt  o  Dtmlevy,  Jr  ,  441  17th  Avenue  North,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*771 
Mrs  Don  Denton,  117  10th  Ave  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5*721 
Alice  Ebentowski ,  *21  2nd  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr  Peter  G  Gekrnan,  714  Fifth  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  forks,  MN  3*721 
Matt  Edrtan,  907-1 7th  Street  NW,  Fast  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Patti  Euler ,  117  Dinners  Avenue,  East  Grand  forks,  MN  5*721 
David  T>  Eikenes,  1722  NW  River  Road,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  3*721 
Orian  Erickson,  324  James  Avonue,  East  Grand  Forks,  Mn  5*722 

Mat va _ Fairchild,  111  9th  Avenue  N.W.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 

Mr  f.eo  J  Fallon,  *04  NW  17th  Fitreet ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5*721 
Ivan  G  Thelma  Teryuson,  1107  ICth  Gt  .  N.W.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
vflr  Duane  P  Fettig,  1724  3th  Ave  M  W  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Maury  Finney,  Hwy  220  N  Merchant,  East  Grand  Folks,  MN  5*721 
Frink  Flaa ,  324-(9th  Gtreet  MW,  East  Grind  Forks,  MM  5*721 
Lewis  /;  Donna  Flatten,  1505  19th  Gtreet  N  W.  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
O  Lowell  Fleat,  347  James  Avenue,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Mr  John  Fleming,  1)02  3rd  Street  N.W  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*720 
Ted  Flicek ,  314  17th  Gtreet  MV/,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Mr  Jerome  Flint,  401  Third  Gtreet  GF ,  East  Grand  Torks,  MW  5*721 
i/fJon  *  IWty  Floan,  3*7  James  Ave.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5*721 
Ms  Helen  Floin,  20  1st  St.  NE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*72) 

Mr  *  Mrs  Guy  Floin,  20  1st  Gtreet  M  E.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 

Terry_  Foie,  715  8th  Gtreet  BE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 

Darrell  Fore,  715-3  Gtreet  GE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5*721 

Nancy  D  Turman,  C1C  River  Road  NW,  East  Grand  Folks,  MN  5*721 

Mr  Daniel  J  Formato,  302  2nd  Gtreet  N.W.  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 

G  A  Fossen,  522  7th  Avenue  GE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 

Mr  John  T  Caddie,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5*721 

Mr  Irvin  M  Galstad,  1022  NW  20th  Gtreet,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Mr  Jim  Gander,  724  5  th  Ave  GE ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5*721 

Mo.rga>  et  D  Genereux ,  1919  *th  Avenue  N,  Grand  Forks,  MN _  58201 

OreiJdal  George  R  ,  7  Wylie  Gt  N.W.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  3*721 
R,.y  _  Get  man,  535  James,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr  Ward  Gethertson,  II  Forrest  Ct  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5*721 

Mr  and  Mrs  E.U  Gibbons,  532  5th  Avenue  Go  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 

Harold  Grose,  1321  3th  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
EIi»aI>eth_  Gicse,  1321  Cth  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
C.Iaire  Gicse,  70*  NW  1st  Gtreet,  East  Grand  Forks,  Mn  5*721 
Mr  T  F  Gicse,  1313  North  Fifth  Gtreet,  East  Grand  Torks,  MW  56721 
Ward  Gilbertson,  U  Forrest  C.t.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Mr  Michael  K  Gorman,  1C1C  River  Road  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
v<lRr  Steve  Gorman,  1*15  17th  Gt  .  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5*721 
Mi  Cordon  Graves,  13  Forrest  Court  N.W  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*771 

Mr  Gordon  Graves,  13  Forrest  Court  N.W.  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5*721 

Micheal  *  Michele  Green,  915  1st  Gtreet  NW,  East  Grard  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Doug  Crogoire,  1433  3th  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Lloyd  and  Ethel  Gieyoire,  500-3rd  Avenue  GE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*77.1 
Jack_  Grogoire,  1704  20th  Gtreet  MV/,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5*721 
Mr  fi  Mrs  Russ  Grmtiburger ,  103  10th  Ave.  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Bernard  Curt,  1222  4th  Avenue  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Mr  Herbert  Gust,  525  NW  11,  East  Grand  Forks,  MW  5*721 
Georgeian  Hagen,  710  Central  Ave  NE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Mi  Rodney  H.  Hagen,  1537  North  Sixth  Street,  East  Grand  Folks,  MN  56721 
Mr  Galen  Halverson,  407  Third  Street  .GE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  3*721 
Robert  f<  Cheryl  HanysJeben,  1028  20th  Gt  .  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
Mr  Georg*  N  }l3.nson,  321  NW  3rd  Street,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5*721 
yHi:.  Paul  Hanson,  City  Council,  206  Venus  Drive,  East  Grand  Folks,  MN  5*721 
Ms  Judith  A  Hanson.  37.1  3rd  Gt  NW .  East  Grind  Forks.  MN  5*721 
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Bill  Hanson ,  North  Dakota  State  Water  Comm,  305  Brentwood  Estates,  Bismarck, 
NO  50501 

Ms  Vivian  E  Harney,  1714  River  Rd  .  NV,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56771 

Anne  Hrrt.ii>,  424  1st  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Mr  F  J  Kaivey,  CIO  North  Third  Street,  East  Grand  Forks ,  KM  54721 

Mr.  Mala  Hearn,  003  James  Avenue,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Mis  Vernon  Hec  lit ,  '109-  14th  Street  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Mr  Tim  P  Heger ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  54721 

Senyer _ Helen  T.,  702  2nd  Street  MW,  East  Gland  Folks,  MM  56721 

Mr  Elwin  M  Harington,  310  5th  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Mr  Glenn  E.  Hoff,  418  NW  15th  Street,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Don  and  Glenna  Holwegec,  409  James  Avenue  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Emil  £  Nonna  Homme,  557  3id  St.  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

David  A  Homstad,  422  5th  Avenue  Se,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Uavid  J  Hcuazdousky ,  923  17th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Tories,  MM  56721 

Mr  Robert  Horfcen,  521  Bigland  Rd  .  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Pearl  Hotvedt,  C  Torrest  Ct  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Melvin  Hoverson,  29  1st  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Cindy  Hoverson,  29  1st  Street  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Gerald  Huber,  322  10th  Avenue  ME,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Jean  Huhta,  429  Meor  Ct.  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Mr  Ray  Hutton,  Commissioner ,  North  Dakota  State  Water  Comm,  Oslo,  MN  54744 

Mr  Dennis  Jabs,  1604  Cth  Street  SK,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Ms.  r.ynn  r..  Jabs,  304  5th  Ave.  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Mr  Michael  Jacobs,  707  Second  Avenue  South,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56725 

Alvina  4  Clifford  Jacobson,  209  3rd  Avenue  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Mr  Roy  Jarvis,  208  Second  Street  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Ms.  Crnda  Jeffrey,  Planning  Commission,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Lorraine  Jeffrey,  1715  Riven  Road  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Mr.  John  Jeffrey,  314  20th  Street  NW ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Mr.  Tim  Jenzer,  .1119  Bth  Avenue  Nw,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Arlo  V  Johnson ,  722-10th  Street  M  W  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Stuart  Johnson,  115  12tJi  Avenue*  SE,  East  Grand  forks,  MN  56725 

Eugene  A.  Johnson,  1223  0th  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5472 1 

Mr.  Jay  A  Johnson,  416  Fifth  Avenue  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Marguerite  Johnston,  1010  2nd  Street  NV ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Stanley  T.  Kadrlik,  503  2nd  Street  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Mr  George  Xalliokoski ,  1304  NW  20th  Street,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Ms  Linda  Kathman,  1912  Fifth  Avenue  ME,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 
Sylvia  Xauniks,  521  4th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Raymond  V.  Kcehr,  911  l?th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Jim  Xelleher,  12  Forrest  Court,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Jean  Kelleker,  12  Forrest  Ct  N.W.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 
Ms.  Angeline  P.  Xeller,  710  1st  St.  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Mr  Jeiry  Ke'IIer,  Water  £  Light  Department,  P.0  Box  322,  East  Grand  Porks, 
MN  54721 

Charles  Keller,  217  6th  Avenue  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Evelyn  Kallerher,  12  Forrest  Court,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  54721 
Duane  £  J.oria  Kelly,  579  MW  14th  Street,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mike  £  Delores  Kelly,  701  1st  Avenue  NE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
James  P  K tumidly,  105  4th  Street  NE,  First  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Brad  Kerr,  404  tst  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Mr  Steve  Kerr,  Community  Education  Director,  545  5th  Avenue  SE, 

East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Lorraine  W.  Keske,  1520  19th  Street  MV/,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Don  Keske ,  1520  19th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Jamt:s_  King,  1277  4th  Avenue  NW,  Fast  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
William  B  Klara,  RU  HZ,  Grand  Forks,  ND  53201 
Dale  Klemme ,  33C  N  Main  Street,  Prairie  du  Chicii,  WT  53C21 
Kerry  Xnoff,  7(4  James  Avenue  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Clara  Knoff,  !924-14th  Avenue  NW,  EastGiandForks ,  MN  56721 
Don  Kuhns ,  1717  19th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  54721 
Ms  Jeanette  Kolms,  1717  19th  St  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr  Gary  Kolsrud,  P  0  Box  447,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Raymond  Korynta,  C21  1st  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
William  Xotrba,  414  3rd  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Dorothy  Kotrba,  614  Third  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr  Donald  F  Kotrba,  524  Mero  Court  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Roger  Kouar ,  1032  River  hart  Drive  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Vivron  L .  Kouba,  527  MW  llth  Street,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Duane  F  Kovai  ,  440  James  Ave  SE,  East  Grand  Forks ,  MN  5672) 
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Ms".'  EvelynKi  eYielka 972  2nd  Rt  NW,  East  Grand  Fork’s,  MM  G  C,  7  ?  i 
George  Krisprrck,  1900  3th  Avenue  MV,  East  Gr.md  Forks,  MN  33731 
Ms.  Elsie  Krostue ,  COS  1st  Rt  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5677,1 
(/ir  Allen  La  Fave,  2  1st  Street  ME,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Mr  James  La.mbut ,  RR  2,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5672) 

(/Ms  Ellis  L  1, arson,  1033  RE  10th  Ave.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
J  C  leach,  525  7th  Avenue  RE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr.  .5  Mrs  Donald  Lee,  307  1st  Gt .  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Mi.  and  Mrs  Gus  LiyJitfoot ,  621  5th  Avenue  RE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 
Ms.  Estella  M.  hind,  1.0  Wylie  Court  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Ms  Jeanette  Lindquist,  803  Central  Ave  ME,  Fact  Grand  Finks,  MN  3677.1 
Eva  Lindquist,  1  Folson  Court  RE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 

Ancel  and  lots  Lindquist,  1120  Flivei  Road  MW _ ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Mr  Clayton  I.indstrom,  305  Fifth  Avenue  RE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  53721 
Mr.  Matt  Linzbach,  Planning  Commission ,  1901  13th  Avenue  MW,  Fast  Grand  Forks, 
MN  5672 1 

Allen  W  LoLave,  21st  Rtreet  NE ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56771 
Me  David  Loer,  1723  River  Rd  M  W.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Ms.  Marlene  Logan,  103  3th  A. venue  R.E.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56720 
Mary  Loucifc,  7  NE  2nd  Rtreet,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Ronald  Lunde,  1127  12th  Avenue  RE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Tom  H  Lundquist ,  The  Exoonent  Newspaper,  1  Folson  Court  RE,  East  Grand  Forks, 
MN  56721 

Judith  l.ver,  1728  River  Road  MW,  East'  Grand  Forks,  MN  56771 
Ronald  Mack,  1730  19th  Rtraet  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
l.ynn  Mack,  173(l-19th  Rtreet  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 
Mr  Dave  Mack,  303  3th  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Earl_  Mallinytr _ ,  Box  7,  Oslo,  MM  36733 

Eugene  t.  Mai  ten,  H  2,  J3ox  32,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 

Melvin  Marck_  ,  415-3th  Rtreet  M  E  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Marilyn  Martin,  327-2nd  Rtreet  MW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 

Louie  and  Denise  Martinez,  Louie  Martinet-  Motors,  RR  2,  Fast  Grand  Forks, 

MN  53721 

Mr  Edgar  A..  Masse*,  323  North  First  Street,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 
Ms  Evelyn  Masses,  301  1st  Gt.  NW ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Mr.  Robert  Matt,  Box  271,  East  Giancl  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr.  Eugene  L  Mattson,  Route  2  Box  32,  East  Crand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Mr  .  Thomas  M  McMahon,  31C  Third  Avenue  RE,  East  Grand  Fork  ,  MM  56721 
Mr  and  Mrs  Brad  Melluio,  5-lst  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Fo-  <s ,  MN  53721 
J  Meiiye,  807  MW  ICth  Rlieet,  East  Grand  Forks,  ’iN  56721 
Howard  Metoalt ,  313  4th  Rtreet  NW,  East  Gre  ,d  Forks,  MN  53721 
Jiiu  Milny,  610  1st  Rtreet  NW,  East  Crand  Forks,  MN  56725 
Dean  Mitzel,  1729  20th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
vd^r  .  Jim  Monyoveu ,  709  3‘n  Rt .  NW,  East  Grand  Folks,  MM  56721 
Mr  Jeff  Moore  7  Traberline  Ct  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Ms  Adrian  j  ,  Jr  .  Moritz,  433  Third  Avenue  RE,  Fact  Grand  Folks,  MN  56721 
Mr  Eugene  Morrrstette,  3  -  1st  Rtreet  N.E.,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Bodahl  Mrs.  V  J 

Mr  Henry  H  Mabhen,  RR  #3  Box  78,  Thief  River  Falls,  MM  56701 
Mr.  Tim  Naycl,  723  1st  Rt  NV,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Mrs  Lillian  L  Nelson,  313  1st  Gt  NW,  Cast  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 
Mrs  Sidney  Nelson,  1321 -3th  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Beverly  G  _  Nelson,  323  2nd  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Fcnks,  MM  36721 
Mrs  J  Dell  Nelson  or,  Mrs  Lillian  L.  Nelson,  513  First  Rtreet  M  W  , 

Fast  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Helen  Noppel,  1315  River  Road  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 

Gerald  Mopped ,  1615  River  Road  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  5677,1 

Mr  H.B.  Nesland,  513  North  Second  Rtreet,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 

A1  Mixon,  Sunshine  Terrace,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

Mr  Lloyd  Nobel,  700  5th  Ave  RE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MI!  5372 1 

Mr  Jim  Noonan,  School  District  595,  1320  4  th  Avenue  NW,  Fast  Grand  Folks, 

MN  53721 

Robert  Norton,  721  8th  Rti  eet  RE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56725 
Mr.  Rigfred  Nyhus,  R.R  #2,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53721 
Lairy  O'Connel,  10C  Demers  Avenue  N  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 
Mike  O'Leary,  917  Rhinehart  Drive,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  53721 
Mr  Earl  R  Obery,  521  7th  Avenue  RE,  East.  Grand  Forks,  MM  5677’ 

Mike  S  Vickie  Olson,  305  NW  12th  Rtreet,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr  Will  fifed  Olson,  919  NW  2nd  Rtreet,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53771 
William  R  Olson,  1913  5th  Avenue  NE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
lone  Olson,  801  Rhinehart  Drive  RE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Glenda  Olson,  1913  5th  Avenue  NE  X-10,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 
C  H  Oppermann,  20C  MW  2nd  Rtreet,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56771 

—  ••  -  ~  .  «wr  ii  t  rr  si  -?  i 
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Mrs  (  A  Osmundsim,  407  North  first  Street,  oast  ijiina  iimi,  m* 

Dr  K  J  Osmimdsoii ,  City  Planning  Commission,  17  Forest  Court,  East  Grand  Tories, 
/  MN  5472 1 

i/Ms  .  Edwin  Osowski ,  Supt  -Stieetr  £  Sanitation,  304  Merc  Ct  .  DP, 

East  Grind  Tories,  MN  54721 
Ronald  G.  Osowsti_,  RR  7  Ron  146,  Oslo,  MM  567^4 

Mrs  Vernon  Paggen,  402  North  first  Straat ,  East  Grind  Torts,  MN  54721 
David  J  Parker,  5  Forrest  Court,  East  Grand  Finks,  MN  5477,1 
Mr.  Don  Parilow,  East  Grind  Forts,  N  D  54721 
Kenneth  T,  Paulson,  RR,  Oslo,  MN  547-14 

demine  H  Peirdor,  53  North  3rd  Avenues  SE,  East  Grind  Forts,  MN  54721 

Retty _ Pederson,  404-5th  Avenue  S.E.,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  5472) 

Verdie. _  Pederson,  309  dimes  Ave  S  .  E .  ,  East  Grand  Torts,  MN  5477,1 

Mr  Ronald  Pesch,  C09  NW  1st  Street,  East  Grand  Torts,  MN  5472) 

Mr  S  Mrs  Albui  G  Peterson,  325  North  First  Street,  Edst  Grind  Forts,  MN  54721 

S  Barney  Peterson,  405-lst  NW ,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  56721 

Mrs  Helen  Peterson,  403  1st  NW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  .54721 

Robert  A  Peterson,  526  12  Street  NW ,  East  Grand  Foifcs,  MN  54721 

Micheal  Phaller,  521  20th  Street  NW,  East  Grind  Forts,  MN  54721 

Patriot  J  Phaneut,  Route  3,  Fast  Grand  Torts,  MN  54771 

Joyce  Piter,  ?23-4th  Street  SE,  East  Grind  Forks,  MN  54721 

Gerald  Plante,  1609  7th  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Harry  PUitowski,  21  Forrest  Court  NW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  54721 

Dorothy  Pribula,  15  Forrest  Court,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5677.1 

Robert  Prrbuia,  15  Forrest  Court,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  5472! 

Walter  Pullcrnbek,  4  Wylie  Court  NW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  56721 
Oscar  Quern,  RR  2,  Dos  114,  Oslo,  MN  54744 
Kenneth  Cluern,  Route  2,  Dos  99,  Oslo,  MN  56744 
Inez  Ouern,  Route  1,  Oslo,  MN  54744 

Wallace  M  Hacii ,  1014  Greenwood  Drive_SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Kathy  RansdeU ,  tOU  19th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  54721_ 

Doug  RansdeU,  1611  19th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MW  56721 
Connie  Rasmussen,  907  1st  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  54721 
Mr  Dwayne  Raymond,  627.  NW  13th  Street,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  5472) 

Mr  Chuck  Reopalle,  124  Fifth  Street  NW ,  East  Grind  Forks,  MN  54721 

Mr  Roger  Rhen ,  528  3rd  Ave.  SE,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  56721 

Ms  JoAnn  Rhen,  523  3rd  Ave.  SE,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  54721 

Mr  Tom  Riederei  ,  417  NW  20th,  Er.^t  Grand  Torts,  MN  56721 

A.J.  Robotsky,  4  Wylie  Court,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  54721 

Ms  Gillian  Robidoux,  1411-Pth  Ave.  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Mr  dohn  Roche,  School  District  595,  1024-10th  Street  NW,  East  Grind  Forts, 

MN  56721 

Val  £  Elaine  Rolerat,  1622-Cth  Ave  NW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  56721 

Ms.  Getty  Rosenberg,  103  Sleepy  Hollow,  Grand  Forks,  ND  53201 

Ms  Sue  Rosenberg,  416  2nd  Ave  NW,  East  Grand  Folks,  MN  5677.1 

Robert  S  Rosenberg,  Mites  Pizza  Inc  ,  105  Demers,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  54721 

Mr  Robei  t  Rudh ,  107.1  17th  St  NW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  56721 

Donald  Rutherford,  4  Forrest  Court,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  5472! 

Coia  Sandlie,  6  Dike  Street  NE,  East  Grand  forts,  MN  56721 
Mr  £  Mrs  Gyle  d.  Sandlie,  403  Fourth  Street  SE,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  5477,1 
/ns  doan  Sayler,  Planning  Commission,  319  6th  Avenue  SE,  East  Grand  Torts, 

MN  56721 

Gk-wis  Schaper,  ICO)  River  Road  NW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  5677,1 
Doug  Gchelhaas,  400  20th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  54721 
Gladys  Schmalenberg ,  21-lst  Street  NW ,  East  Grand  Turks,  MN  5677.1 
Mr  &  Mrs  Ttm  Schmalenberg,  315  Third  Street  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mi  Don  Schneider,  404  Cential  /‘.venue  N.E  ,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  56721 
Turly  Schneider,  404  Central  Avenue  NE,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  54721 
Richard  Schneider,  White  Drug,  1023  19th  Avenue  S  ,  Gland  Forts,  ND  3C201 
Mr  Harry  W  Schroeder,  414  North  Third  Street,  East  Grind  Forts,  MN  54721 
Mr  Ed  Sehue,  1C.23  14th  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  567?i 

Helen  F  Senger ,  702  2nd  Street  NW _ ,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN _  54721 

Sosie_  Senger,  613  2nd  St  N  W  ,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  56721 

Mr  Carl  Sherlock ,  Rll  2,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  54721 

Melvin  Simonson,  Plywoods  Twp.  ,  RR  2,  Box  140,  Oslo,  MN_  56744 

Ms  Esther  Sjolinder,  204  4th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forts,  MN  54721 

Wayne  Skalicky,  1407  5th  Avenue,  East  Gland  Forte,  MN  56721 

Jan  Styberg,  234  3rd  Avenue  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Elmei  Stybeiy,  l5-3id  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Mr  Jerry  Styberg,  Building  Official,  244  3rd  Avenue  SE,  East  Grind  Forks, 

MN  56771 

Mr  Dale  SVybeiy,  809  5th  Ave  SE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56771 
Mr  6  Mrs  Garv  Smith,  305  Mnro  Ct  SE.  East  Grand  Forts,  MM  54721 
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Mr  Walter  Solarski,  C01  Geventh  Avtmif  GF  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MW  56721 
Ms  Margaret  Golberg,  3  Wylie  Court  Northwest,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  5472 1 
James_  Goltm,  Route  1  Do*  34,  Oslo,  MM  56744 

Raymond  Gotom  ,  302  Hero  Court  GE,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  34721 
Hr  fi  Mrs  Ray  GoJom,  302  Hero  Ct  GF  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MW  5472,1 
tnei  Gottis,  1714  5th  Avenue  N.C,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 
Hr  £  Hrs  Alien  Goncirol,  320  6th  Gt  GE ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Ralph  Sorenson,  U06-i.3th  Gtreet  NW,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 
Donald  K  Sorenson,  C2P  12th  Gtreet  NW,  East  Grand  Foil's,  MN  56721 
Mrs  Maldor  Gorenson,  012  12th  Gtreet  NW,  East  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 
Gumlei  Gorcnsoii,  727  12th  Gtreet  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Gturley  Gorenson,  020  12  Gtreet  NW ,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 
Mr  S  Mrs  Art  Spaeth,  501  Pakenham  Avenue,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Milan  Gpcckman,  207  4th  Gtreet  NW,  East  Grand  Corks,  MM  56721 
Richard  Gtalliao,  1010  Greenwood  Drive  GE,  East  Grand  Forks ,  MN  56721 
Mr  Dale  Stauss,  13  Timberline  Ct  ,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 
Mi  Larry  Stauss,  Water  6,  Light  Commission,  1014  James  Avenue  GE, 

Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 

Mi  Albert  Gtauss,  919  Seventh  Avenue  South,  East  Grand  Folks,  MN  54721 
W  J  Steinbar ,  Jr,,  703  NW  13th  Street,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  56721 
Mr  William  P.  Gtengl ,  192)  10th  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr,  Gregory  Gtennes,  004  1st  MW,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MM  56721 
Mr,  Thomas  J.  Gtennes,  902  18th  NW,  Fast  Grand  forks,  MW  56721 
Mr  Tom  Gtennes,  702  -  10  Street  N  V.,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  56721 
Lars  Gtennes,  707  12th  NW,  Fast  Grand  Tories,  MN  5672) 

W  T  Gtiuklemeyer ,  003-tst  Gtreet  NW,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721, 

Deane  R  Gtinar,  CIO  2nd  Gtreet  NW,  East  Grand  Folks,  MN  56721 

Ralph  R  Stockman,  P.0  Dost  545  222  Venus,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 

Mr.  Rodger  Stordahl,  6  Forrest  Ct  ,  East  Grand  Corks,  MW  56721 

Regina  Gtorey,  1114  River  Road  NW,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  5677,1 

Ray  Sullivan,  Antique  Lounge,  129  4th  Avenue  GE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Omer  L.  Guntlbecg,  213  4th  Street  NW,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 

Kermit  Strndm,  Police  Chief,  )303-20th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Folks,  MN  56721 

X  X  Swanson,  701  NW  Courth  Gtreet,  Cast  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

E  M.  Swanson,  3  Forrest  Court,  East  Grand  Folks,  MN  5672 1 

Patrick  J  Sweet,  711  1st  Street  NW,  East  Grind  Corks,  MN  54721 

Ms.  Maureen  J  Sweet,  711  let  Gt  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

M  O  Swenson,  0l2-12th  Street  NW,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 

Wayne  L'  Sykes,  1423-4th  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Corks,  MN  56771 

Mr  Larry  Tack,  002  MV  17th  Gtreet,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 

June  Tanyer.,  1022  17th  Gtreet  NW,  East  G>  and  Forks,  MN  56721 

Mr  Dale  0  Taylor,  1415  NW  21st  Gtreet,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 

Ms  Ella  Thompson,  1916  5th  Avenue  Northeast,  East  Grand  folks,  MN  56721 

Mr.  Dennis  0  Thompson,  020  1st  St.  NW,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 

Lots  and  Ron  Thompson,  1615~7th  Avenue'  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MW  567?) 

Dorothy  Thompson,  1204 -5th  Avenue  NW,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MM  54721 

OH  Thompson ,  1704-5th  Avenue  NW ,  Fast  Grand  Forks,  MW  56721 

Mrs  Dennis  Thompson _ ,  020  1st  Gtreet  NW,  East  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 

Theron  R  Thoms  R  _  ,  1021  NW  1C,  East  Grand  forks,  MN  56721 
J  N  Toftness,  407  Oygland  Road  GE,  Cast  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Mrs  Ray  To»er,  814-ist  Gtreet  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MW  56721 
Mr  Harvey  V  Tcrpp,  505  11  th  Avenue  Gouth,  Cast  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Mi  James  Ti oyei  ,  19  Forrest  Ct .  NW,  East  Grand  Turks ,  MN  56721 
l/rtc  Henry  G.  Tweten,  110  Gouth  Second  Gtreet,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  S472J 
Roland  Twite,  521  3rd  Gtreet  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
George  Vanya,  722  Central  Avenue,  East  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 
Mr  George  Vanya,  722  Central  Avenue,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Flame  Vigen,  1004-2nd  Gtreet  NW,  Cast  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Pamela  Vigen,  211-10th  Avenue  NW,  Fast  Grand  forks,  MN  56721 

John  Vorss,  10-lst  Gtreet  NW,  Cast  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Eli  Vori  Reuden ,  308  3rd  Avenue  GE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Mrs  Edward  Von  Reuden,  3Q3-3rd  Avenue  GE,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Mr  Mike  Von  Rut  den ,  27.1 6- Jit  h  Ave  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Donald  J  Vonasek,  RR  l,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  56721 

Robei  t  L  Ct  Jane  Wagner,  1208  Fourth  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MW  567?i 
Myron  G  Wardnor,  ?-tst  Gtreet  NW ,  Cist  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 
Mr  Edward  F  Waura,  517  North  First  Gtreet,  Cast  Grand  for  ks ,  MW  56771 
JoAnn  Weekly,  1.80 1 -5th  Avenue  MW,  Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  5, 4721 
Mr  Mark  Weigcland,  River  Heights  Elem  School,  C  Wylie  Ct  NW , 

Cast  Grand  Corks,  MN  54721 

Dianne  Werness,  C34-12th  Gtreet  NW,  East  Grand  Folks,  Mu  56721 
Jerome  Werness,  334-l2th  Gtreet  NW ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5472' 
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Dorothy  Wtsttfia,  1C19  Rive  r  Road  NW,  Fast  Grand  Folks,  MN  54721 
Me  John  Westrsm,  H  R  A  ,  1819  River  Road  NU,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Mi  Stanley  H  Whicker  ,  CO?,  James  Avenue  SE,  Fast  Grand  Fork’s,  MN  04721 
Mr  Dean  W> eland,  Box  305,  East  Grand  Tories,  MN  54721 
Richard  F  Wiley,  621-llth  Street  Nw ,  Fart  Grand  forks,  MN  54721 
Mrs  Irma  Wiley,  421-tlth  Street  NW ,  Erst  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Mr  Ruben  Wmkka,  007  Hero  Court,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
i/rlr  George  Wogaman,  1703  NW  2nd,  Cast  Grand  Forks,  MM  5472  1 
Mrs.  Robert  Zeidlik,  912  i/2-2nd  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Eldon  W.  Zeller,  12t0-20th  NW,  Fast  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 
Marvin  J  Zimmerman ,  C17-19th  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
60  ************************************************ 

,  Postmaster  ,  East  Grand  forks,  NO  56721 
,  Postmaster,  Grand  Forks,  NO  53201 
61  **************************  ********************** 

Maurice  F  Dushaw,  University  Ave  ,  Grand  Forks,  ND  53201 
Mr.  Ole  A  Flaat,  Float  Farms,  Mill  Road,  Grand  Forks,  ND  5C201 
Ms  Sharon  C.ambeth,  1909  20th  Avenue  South,  Grand  Forks,  ND  53201 
Mis  Aiwa  Void,  C06  Lincoln  Drive,  Gland  Forks,  ND  53201 
Mr  Clyde  Ztogelmann,  Grand  Forks  Energy  Tech  Center, 

Box  C213  University  Station,  Grand  Forks,  MN  5CZ02 

42  ******* -A  *******************************  ********* 

Resident,  Valley  Dairy,  187,  Third  Ave  SE,  East  Grand  Folks  MN  56721 
./FAST  GRAND  FORKS  ROTARY  CLUB,  UOX  613,  EAST  GRAND  FORKS, MN  54721 
Resident,  Point  Liquors,  300  1st  St  SE,  East  Grand  Porks  MN  56771 
Mr  .Jack  Anderson,  Anderson,  Jack  R  Painting,  Company,  230  3rd  Avenue  SE, 

East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Mr  Brant  Beeson,  Beeson,  Brant  Attorney,  203  3rd  Ave.  NW,  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  56721 

Mr.  Curtis  E  Berg,  Red  River  Motor  Company,  118-116  S  Fourth  Street, 

East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Mr.  Brad  Betting,  Dairy  Queen  t!2,  307  8th  St  SE,  Fast  Grand  Forks,  MN  567?) 

Mr  Kerth  Bisson,  Lions  C.tub,  521  DeMers  Avenue,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  53201 
Mr.  Ardell  BucJihoItz,  Old  Dutch  Foods,  Business  2,  East  Gland  Forks  MN  56771 
Mr  Joe  Bushaw,  American  Legion  Club,  2920  Shadow  Road,  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  58201 

Mr  John  P  Bushee,  John  P  Bushee  Potato  Co.,  808  8th  St  NW,  East  Gland  Teaks, 
MN  54721 

Mr.  James  Carlson,  A  6  H  Vending,  212  2nd  St  NC ,  East  Grand  Tories,  MN  56721 
Mr.  Dick  Carlson,  Haynes  Chemical  Compiny,  821  Demers  Ave,  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  56721 

Ms  Kathy  Gumming,  Valdak  Corporation,  801  Deraei  s  Ave  , 

East  Grand  Forks  MM  54721 

Mr.  DeWayne  Delisle,  Mayo  Manufacturing  Company,  Business  2,  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  54721 

Mr.  John  Doherty,  Center  Cinema,  301  2nd  St  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr  Robert  Driscoll,  Olson  Drug,  Inc  ,  302  Demers  Ave,  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  56721 

Ms  Marlys  Dudgeon,  Point  Ceramics,  370  Demers  Ave  ,  East  Gr. and  Forks  MN  56721 
Mt  Duane  Dumas,  Pocta  Mix  Concrete,  Business  2,  East  Grand  Forks  MN  5472J 
wrfi  Ron  England,  American  Crystal,  1515  7th  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  54721 

Mr  Ron  Erickson,  Jr.,  Spud  Ear  and  Lounge,  108  2nd  AVe  NF. , 

East  Grand  Forks  MN  54721 

Ms  Ellen  Frtsloff,  Plaza  Motel,  309  Demers  Ave  ,  East  Grand  Porks  MN  56771 
Mr  Wayne  Fitlgeberg,  Forks  Dash  and  Door,  210  8th  St  NE ,  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  56721 

Mr  Robert  Caddie,  Caddie  Watei  Hauling,  203  2nd  Ave  NE,  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  54721 

Mr  Jerry  (.alley.  Woodward's  Motor  Parts,  328  Demer  s  A  re  , 

East  Grand  Forks  MN  54721 

Mr  Michael  Gorman,  Gorman's  Cabinets/Mome  Center,  2105  Central  Ave  , 

East  Grand  Forks,  MN  54721 

Mr  Winslow  Kelt,  American  Family  Insurance,  217  8th  St  NW,  East  Grand  Torks, 

MN  54721 

Mr  Kenneth  Holt,  Morth-Holt  Electric  Co.  ,  Inc.  ,  1623  River  Rd  NW, 

East  Grand  Forks  MN  54721 
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Ax  Hob  Jaeyei  ,  Plunketts  Sleepland,  123  Demers  Ave  ,  Cast  Giand  Forks  MN  56771 
Mr  Melford  -Johnson,  Coast  to  Coast,  2tt  DeMers  Avo  .  ,  Cast  Grand  Forks,  MN  5.572' 

Mr  Melvin  Johnson,  Johnson  lion  and  Machine,  1201  Central  Ave  , 

Cast  C-rand  Forks,  MN  5.572 1 

Mr.  Hilton  Johnson,  King  of  Potatoes,  Inc  ,  Business  2,  Fast  Grand  Forks, 

MN  5672  1 

Ms  Pat  Kane,  Midwest  Vision  Centei  ,  30?  2nd  St.  NW,  East  Gland  Forks  MN  56771 
Mr  George  Kasprick,  Advance  Office  Supply,  305  2nd  Street  NE,  Cast  Grand  Forks, 

MN  56721 

Mr  Bixby  Knight,  Golden  Cue  Billiard  Hall,  303  2nd  St.  MW,  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  56721 

Mi  Knute  Lageson ,  Eagles  C.luh,  101  2nd  Ave  SF,  East  Ciand  Folks,  MN  5677,1 
Mr  Jerry  Landwehr,  Wherley  Moving  and  Storage,  2G5  Second  fit  NC, 

Fast  Cnand  Forks  MN  56721 

Mr  Ardell  C.autt,  City  Produce,  <501  DeMers  Ave  ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr  Malt  Lillihauyen ,  Midland  Cooperatives,  Inc  ,  10th  St.  NW, 

Cast  Grand  Forks  MN  56721 

Mi  Ceorgc  Mack,  B  R  B  ,  2"!  Forrest  Ct  NW,  East  Ciand  Turks,  MN  56721 
Ms  Francis  Miroault,  Fren.-hie's  Jewelry,  306  DeMers  Ave.,  Cast  Grand  Forks, 

MN  56721 

Mr  Ken  Moulds,  Badger  Excavating,  309  2nd  St  NE ,  East  Gland  Tories,  MN  56721 
Mr  Bud  Nagle,  Nagle's  Studio,  310  Demers  Avo  ,  Cast  Grand  Forks  MN  5672! 

Mi  Viggo  Nelson,  Black's  Bakery,  113  Demers  Ave  ,  East  C'and  Forks,  MW  5672’ 

Ms  Karen  Nelson,  Commercial  Printing,  305  DeMers  Ave  ,  Cast  Grand  Forks, 

MN  36721 

Ms  Judy  Neppel ,  AVT)  ,  J431-5th  Avenue  NW,  East  Gland  Forks,  MN  56721 
Ms  Elisabeth  Q'Hurrah,  Holiday  Service  Station,  404  DeMers  Ave., 

Fast  Grand  Folks,  MN  56771 

Mr.  Keith  O'l.oary,  Manager,  American  Legion  Post  107,  Cast  Grand  Forks,  MN  5672! 

Dr  R  J.  Osniundsc.n,  DDS ,  313  2nd  St  NW,  East  Grand  Forks  MN  56721 

Mr  Steve  Paimec,  White  Mart,  211  Demers  Ave  ,  Cast  Grand  Forks  MN  56721 

Mr  John  Rasmussen,  Dimpled  Soilbuilders ,  Highway  2,  East  Grand  Folks  MN  5672' 

Arne  Ringstad,  VFW,  -519  Mero  Ct  SC,  Cast  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
i/F other  Jeiry  Royers,  Sac.ied  Heart  Church,  202  NW  3rd,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr  William  Rosenborg,  Mikes  Pizza  Palace,  105  Demers  Ave.,  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  56721 

Robeit  and  Lai  ry  Rucih,  rttidh  Biothers  Furniture,  108  Herat  s  Ave., 

East  Grand  Forks  MN  5.5721 

Twin  City  Federal  SUL,  Hwy  2  6  Hwy  20  N,  East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 
Mr  Tony  Sanger,  Senger's  Piggly  Wiggly,  41?  2nd  St  NW,  Cast  Grand  Forks , 

MN  56721 

Mr  Wy  Sheppaid,  Vy's  Garden  Center,  Business  2,  Cast  Gi and  Folks  MN  56721 
Ms  Kay  Spear,  Kiy's  Kut  and  Kurl,  535  7th  Ave  SC,  Cast  Grand  Forks  MN  56/21 
\Mi  Greg  Stennes,  Whitey's  Gate,  10?  Demers  Ave  ,  East  Grand  Forks  MN  56771 
Mr  J  C,  Tanner,  American  Crystal  Sugar  Co  ,  Cast  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr  James  Troyer,  Troyer  Manufacturing,  181?  Central  Ave  , 

East  Grand  Forks  MM  56721 

Mr  Jeonaid  Von.,sek,  President-Eagles,  RR  1,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56771 
l/fr  Du~k  ’,/cloy.  Citizens  State  Dank,  Cast  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 
Mr  Kenny  Wolff,  Kenny's  A.tito  Service ,  116  2nd  Ave  NT,  East  Grand  Teaks  I1N  56771 
63  a  *x*  *****;<******.»*«**  ******************  ********* 

./National  Audubon  Society,  Grand  Porks  Chapter,  P  ()  Box  23,  Grand  Forks, 

,  NO  50201 

, i/FAMILY  OF  GOD  LUTHERAN  CHURCH,  335  5  TH  AVE  S  E,  EAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MN  56771 
,  Houston  Engineering,  Wild  Rice  Watershed  District, 

2505  North  University  Drive,  Fargo,  ND  58102 
,  Houston  Engineering,  Sand  Hill  River  Drainage  &  Con, 

2505  North  University  Drivt  ,  Fargo,  ND  58102 
r  Ron  Adrian,  Engineer,  Middle-Snake  River  Vtrshd  O’st, 

127.  West  Johnson  Avenue,  Warren  MN  56762 
r  Charles  I,  Anderson,  Engineer,  Rod  Lake  Watershed  District, 

710  Fourth  Avenue  South,  Ciookston,  Minnesota  56716 
Mr  Eugene  Battle?,  President,  Warroad  River  Watershed  Dist,  Rural  Routs  l, 

Warroad,  MN  56736 

Mr  Roland  GuHokson,  President,  Sand  Hill  River  Drainage  8  Con, 

Fertile  MN  36540 

Mr  John  Lofton,  President,  Roseau  River  Watershed  Hist,  Star  Route  A,  Roseau, 

/  MN  55751 

*/m  Donald  Oyaaid,  President,  Wild  Rice  Watershed  District,  Ada,  MN  56610 
Mr  Arnold  Person,  President,  Red  Lake  Watershed  District,  Okl»e  MN  5.5742 
Mi  Don  Rival  d ,  President,  Middle-  Snakt  Watershed  Dist ,  Aiyyle,  MN  56713 


C-ll 


PH  hoyei  Wh\  it,  President  Joe  River  Watershed  Lhsti  it  t  ,  HI  Vincent.  MN'  36?53 
Mr  E  Harley  Voimgyrou .  President,  Two  Rivers  Watershed  District  Huflork . 

MN  56728 

7  ft*  *****************************  ******d****  ****.■<** 

■t/fyn  SALVATION  LUTHERAN  CHURCH,  '.515  5TH  AVE  N  V,  EAST  GRAND  FORK'.’, ,  MN  5677.1 
.  i/fRSI  LUTHERAN  CHURCH,  203  3TK  f>T  N  W,  EAST  GRAND  rORKD.MN  567  21 
,  UrtVCIi  HEIGHTS  f.UTHER  AN  CHURCH,  2214  10TH  A  VC  N  V,  EAR  f  GRAND  FORK:! .  MN  56721 

72  ******************  *■  ********  ************  ********* 

,  Burlington  Northern,  7th  at  Demers,  Grand  Forks,  ND  58201 


,  Division  Superintendent,  Burlington  Northern,  Inc  ,  1007  Tower  Ave  ,  Dujierioi 
/  VI  3 '1800 

\A:  AST  GRAND  FORKS  LIONS  CLUB,  321  DEMERS  AVE,  FAST  GRAND  FORKS,  MN  567 
Mr  James  R  McLaughlin,  President,  Ulteig  Engineer's,  (no 
1401  Oiilc  Manor  Avenue,  Fargo,  N  D  ‘JOtO? 

MR.  D  V  SCOTT,  VICE  PRESIDENT  t?  GEN  MGR,  BURLINGTON  NORTHERN  OP  DPR 
176  E  5TH  ST  PO  BOX  64960,  ST  PAUL,  MN  55164 

73  **********  M  *******  ******  M  M  ***********  A  ********** 

Exponent,  P  O  Box  ?85,  ATTN:  Tom  Lundquist ,  E^st  Grand  Forlcfr,  MN 
t/Grand  Forks  Herald,  120  North  Fourth,  ATTN;  LIZ  FEOERS,  Grand  Forks,  NO  5 { 
Ms.  Liz  Feelers,  Grand  Tories  Herald,  East  Grand  Forks,  I*IN  56721 
00  *************************************111********** 

,  KKXL,  505  University  Avenue,  Grand  Forks,  NT)  5820) 

,  KTH(,  c/o  Community  Calendar,  P  O  Ilos  (878,  Fargo,  N  1)  50107 
,  KFJK,  Box  Cl  16,  Grand  Toiler,,  N  D  5C201 
,  KNOX,  South  of  Grand  Forks,  Grand  Forks,  ND  50201 
81************************************************ 

,  KTH1  -  TV,  2  14  ?th  Avenue  North,  Grand  Forks,  ND  50201 
,  Grand  Forks  Cable  TV,  1302  4th  Avenue  N,  Grand  Forks,  ND  06201 
,  WDAZ  -  TV,  600  He  Mers  Avenue,  Grand  Forks,  ND  52201 
,  KXJB  TV,  2123  Dyke  Avenue,  Grand  Folks,  ND  56201 
,  KDQ,  305  University  Avenue,  Grand  Forks,  MD  50201 
Mr  Tin  Burke,  KTHI-TV ,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  36721 
Mr  John  Gillespie,  VDAZ-TV,  Bok  833,  Grand  Forks,  ND  50201 
Mr  Dan  Dtratmann  ,  KFJM,  Ecu:  6116,  Grand  Forks,  ND  56202 
02  ************************************************ 

,  East  Grand  Forks  Public,  Library,  223  2nd  Street  NW,  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  58721 

,  Ada  Public  Library,  Creamery  Mall,  Ada,  MN  565)0 

Barb  Jauquet,  Northwest  Regional  Library,  101  East  First,  Thief  River  Falls, 

MN  5670! 

,  Climax  Public  Library,  Climax,  MM  58522 
,  Fosston  Library,  216  Fast  First,  Fosston,  MN  565542 
,  McIntosh  Public  Library,  207  Cleveland  Ave  EE,  McIntosh,  MM  56556 
,  Fertile  Public  Library,  212  Mill  litreet  North,  Fertile,  MN  36540 
33  *********************************  *************** 

,  Piibula  Engineering  £  Duivey,  Box  482,  712  Demers  Avenue-,  East  Grand  Forks, 
MN  56721 

Mr  Jerry  Piibula,  15  Wyle  Ct  Box  462,  East  Grand  Forks,  N  D  36771 

OQ  ************************************************ 

VMi  Dan  J.  Formate,  Fite  Chief,  East  Grand  Forks,  807.  NW  2nd  litreet, 


1(107  Tower  Ave 


13  ripen  oi 


MN  56721 
MD  5020  1 


Thief  River  Falls, 


Grand  Forks, 


l/ftr 

v4r 

vfh- 

i/fdr 


l/f-lr 
l/lon . 


v/jr 


East  Grand  Forks,  MM  56721 

James  Gander,  President,  East  Grand  Forks  City  Council,  724  3th  Avenue  BE, 
East  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Melford  Johnson,  1003  James  Ave  HE,  Fast  Grand  Forks,  MN  56721 

Karl  Lindquist,  Alderman,  East  Grand  Forks,  004  Central  Avenue  ME, 

East  Grand  Forks,  MN  5672) 

Dave  Mack,  Clerk/ Treasurer ,  City  of  East  Grand  forks.  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  56721 

Robert  A  Matt,  City  Attorney,  312  2nd  litreet  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  hi  77; 
Louis  A  Murray,  Mayor,  Crty  of  East  Grand  Forks,  East  Grand  Forks, 

MN  5672) 

F  J  Osowski  ,  200  1st  Avenue  NW,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  36771 

Robert  Peabody,  534  3rd  Avonus  F>E,  East  Grand  Forks,  MN  58721 

Gary  Danders,  City  Engineer,  East  Grand  Forks,  123  NE  )7th  Dtreet, 

East  Grand  Forks,  MN  58721 

Lynn  Dtauss,  Alderman,  East  Grand  Forks,  631  James  Ave  DF, 

East  Crand  Forks,  MM  3672 J 
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